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- February 13, 2004

5549 Dupont Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN - 55419

Steve Spangle -

US Fish and Wildlife service
2321 West Royal Palm Road, #103
- Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle:

I would like to have you review and accept the following comments

on redesignation of critical habitat for the endangered south- Y
western willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is very necessary

. for the survival of this bird! :

There should be sufficient habitat to allow recovery of the fly-
catchers to a wider and more viable portion of their historic
range. Please designate critical habitat that encompasses: a
minimum of the 100-year floodplain. This should include all areas
that have been jdentified for recovery. -

HEL

Please help protect this important part of the southwestetn eco—:]cﬁm
system. .

Thank you and best regards,

Lee Gedrge Aide
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26 January 2004
705 E Loyola Drive
Tempe AZ 85282

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office
US Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Rd, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Steve Spangle:

I write as a private citizen and professional biologist to comment on the redesignation of critical

habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher. Iurge the Fish & Wildlife Service to protect the ] €4 L.
maximum of critical habitat for this endangered species.This should include all habitat that the
flycatcher occupies now as well as habitat that was occpied in the recent past in addition to all | }E 1
areas that were included in the original recovery plan. The broader the designation of critical {
habitat, the more likely the flycatcher’s population is to increase, improving the odds for its long

term persistence in the southwest. We know that the USFW Service takes its duties seriously

with respect to the protection of endangered species and thank you for your attention to this

matter. »

Sincerely yours,
R 1958/

John Alcock

) L -
S FI5H & WILGLIFE DERV!L,E
l nL—Jo cTaTE NEFICF-PHOENIX, AZ
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- 6405 N. Walnut Ave.
San Bernardino
CA 92407
Jan. 23, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Rd., Suite 103

_ Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle:

[ am writing to urge more serious protection of the Southwestern Willow | ruq

Flycatcher. I would urge redesignation of habitat to afford protection to this bird

The flycatcher is interesting enough in itself, and is in desperate danger of
extinction because of cowbird parasitism as well as habitat destruction. (I would strongly [ w€ (b
urge that special carebe given to protecting habitats with relatively less cowbird
presence.) However, there are many other reasons to protect these riparian habitats and
keep them healthy enough for the flycatcher. Perhaps unfortunately, American law _
protects species but not habitats. The riparian habitats of the west are desperately
endangered by dams, roads, overgrazing, overuse for recreation, floods, droughts, and I ORYE
sheer neglect. Even “protected” ones inevitably degrade without special care, because of
drought, fire, and casual recreational pressure. In 50 years in the field, I have seen this .J
flycatcher disappear from one habitat after another all over California. It is now almost
extinct in southern California and increasingly rare in the Sierra. This is sad enough to 5:7 YRA
flycatcher lover, but the real problem is what this says about the state of our riparian =~
habitats. These habitats are absolutely critical for maintaining water tables, for flood Wi
control, and for countless other benefits. They are ignored to a frightening degree—
frightening not only because of endangered species but because the west is now getting
very close to serious water shortages. Phoenix and Las Vegas are already on high alert.
Many of us warned, 50 years ago (and repeatedly since), that creating cement ditchesto | Pyi%
flush all the water out to-sea was not a very creative strategy for the water-short future.
We are now beginning to pay the high costs of this insanity. Yet there seems to be no
way to stop it except through the Endangered Species Act.

Sincerely,
E. N. Anderson
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Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service )
2321 West Royal Paim Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

(602) 242-2513 (fax)

WIFLcomments @fws.gov.

Dear Mr. Spangle,

As a science teacher, bird watcher, and concerned citizen, please accept the following comments on redesignation of

critical habitat for the highly endangered southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to:} a1l
ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and the continuation of a viable ecosystem that attracts -
birdwatchers from all over the world. My parents, along with thousands of other birdwatchers, come to Arizona j 54..
every spring to see the birds. If we can’t maintain an intact ecosystem, we are the poorer for it.

Critical habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher should inciude:

1. All presently or recently occupied flycatcher habitat, including those areas protected by conservation plans or
other measures. Critical habitat adds protection even in cases where there is already some existing protection.

2. Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their historic range, with
a priority on areas within 50 miles of existing territories. This extended habitat, which is close to the observed '
maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding populations, would reconnect existing populations
across the landscape. Connecting populations will increase the heterozygosity of the population’s gene pool,
ultimately improving its chances for a continued existence.

WE 1.

e .

3. Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. With global warming,
increased temperature and rainfall extremes could result in more dramatic flooding than might be considered
“normal”. The 100-year flood of the past century may be the 25-year flood of this century.

4. This habitat should include riparian vegetation used by the ﬂycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which
is a primary source of insect prey for the flycatcher, as well as the streambanks that provide a necessary structural la
component supporting flycatcher habitat. B

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

M%@

Melinda Bell
3300 N. Chickadee Trail
Flagstaff, AZ 86001

US-FISH & WILDUFE SERVICE
ES FIELD OFFIC PHAENIY, A7
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Southern Appalachian
Biodiversity Froject

P.O. Box 3141 Asheville. NC 286801 sabp@sabp.net
phone: 828.258.2667 fax:828.256.0758

January 26, 2004

Steve Spangle, Ficld Supervisor, SLS ’AE/QL{
Arizona Ecological Services Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

FAXED to (602) 242-2513

Greetings,

southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly imperiled } a1
recovery of the flycatcher and should include: - '

recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more likely to be

improving than species without. This beneficial contribution is statistically independent of, and !

additive to, the separate beneficial effects of recovery plans and increasing time on the endangered |
|

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important to \

species list. Species with critical habitat and recovery plans for more than ten years are more than
three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be declining than species with no
critical habitat and recovery plan for less than ten years The courts have ruled that "neither the Act
nor the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when designation would be
merely less beneficial to the species than another type of protection.” Natural Resources Defense
Council v. Department of Interior, 113 F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997) We support this
reasoning and believe critical habitat adds protection even in cases wherw existing
protection. : -

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their
historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to the
observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by
areas that would reconnect existing populations across the landscape. '

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. ;
* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the !
flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for the {
flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural component supporting :
flycatcher habitat. _ ‘ -

{

- e

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely, n E

Marty Bergoffen Ha 7 p D :
flifin & T TR 5 !
i T Bl N gan 26 208 |
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) ~ Southwestern Willow Flycatcher %
Critical Habitat Designation

NEPA Public Scoping
COMMENT FORM

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Critical Habitat Designation

The followin g comments, which identify my issues, concemns, and/or information, are provided for the Public
Scoping Process for the anticipated Critical Habitat Proposal.

I have ConCoxnS sbot ot oty -Ag Inke Fill 4 et aar_is He

Mumkq RA#; (S u.w S L : (s, 1F EF
LA/:E ‘o ot plhend kTbe 4 "feswver” Be Jdry yones R Losihsses [
suHfest, '

Your comments and contact information will become part of a publicly available record. If you have concerns
about the distribution of this information, or your expectatlons under the Privacy Act, please indicate them at

the top of your comments. .
EGEIVETD
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idld Supervisor

" US. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
€S FIELD OFFICL-PHOENIX. A

Comments MUST BE RECEIVED by Marc
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Additional comments and information can be sent separately to th




iire

T- 098
R

“Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor Jill Carpenter
Arizona Ecological Services Office 6 Parkwood
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Aliso Viejo, CA 92656
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103 January 29, 2004

Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle,

I am writing to you regarding the upcoming designation of critical habitat for the
endangered songbird Empidonax trailli, or the Southwestern willow flycatcher. As you /gy«
are probably aware, this species is at high risk for extinction due to loss of riparian
habitat across the southwestern states as the result of urban development, livestock
grazing, and other factors. The remaining habitat is fragmented and reduced to fewer than
1000 territories across southern California, Arizona, New Mexico, southern Nevada, Utah, PRA
and Colorado. Among these sporadic habitat fragments, most populations have less than
10 breeding pairs, putting the species at significant risk for extinction. _

Please take the necessary action to ensure that the widest possible area of critical
habitat is designated for the southwestern willow flycatcher. The survival and fitness of
the species is dependent upon the conservation of its habitat, sufficient habitat must be
designated to allow the flycatchers to recover more of their historic range, and this habitat HEL
must contain riparian zones consisting of the vegetation and aquatic environment favored
by the flycatcher as a source of insect prey. The establishment of a wide area of critical -
habitat for the species will ensure its recovery and survival. A

Thank you for taking your time to read this letter, and I hope that you will be able
to follow through with this action. Any response to this letter would be appreciated, but is
not necessary. Thank you again for your time.

Sincerely, :
Lo 1y O

Jill Carpenter

M EEETTE )
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ES FIELD OFF 1ot PLOLEG F




\ :Lucy G Clark
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Mountain Lion » This cat is known any names: cougar, puma, pamher
mountain lion and catamount. Many cougar populations that once lived in the
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, United States are now extinct due to habitat loss.
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' January 27, 2004
FAX 602/242-2513
Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Offices
US Fish and Wildlife Service
2321West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle:
Ireallyhatétoseeaspecics become extinct as I feel it diminishes all of us. With onl}i] PR A

10 pairs left, the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher is in imminent danger of
extinction. You can help, T hope. . :

6350 DORCHESTER COURT, CARMICHAEL, CA

‘Tt appears that a critical hidbitat was designed for the flycatcher in July of 1995 but
was later set aside by a lawsuit by livestock ranchers. ] understand that designated ). \/& 1
critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100'year flood plain which | Abrl
includes riparian vegetation as well as the aquatic environment which is a primary | ?
source of insect prey for the flycatcher.

Certainly this most endangered songbird (and one that catches flies at that) should Hi
get a little emergency help. Time is fleeting for this one. Please give it your best shot. <

e Ertel

gracertel cs.com

Sincerely,

D.ECEIVER

‘P\i JAN 27 20047‘

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICES.
ESFIELD OFHCE-PHOEMX,'CAEZS
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January 25, 2004

815 Maupin RD
Columbia, MO 65203

Mr. Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office
US Fish and Wildlife

- 2321 West Royal Palm RD
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Subject: Comments for Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Dear Mr. Spangle:

This structure seems highly formalized but would you please accept the following :
comments on re-designation of critical habitat for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. .
_Critical habitat is necessary to that this bird can survive and recover. It should include ]” il
the following:

All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat and all areas identified as important ]

to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Critical habitat adds protection even when “some”
protection already exists.

Habitat to allow recovery of this bird to a wider portion of their historic range with a
priority given to areas within 50 miles of existing territories. - HEL

Critical habitat should include a minimum of a 100-year floodplain. }
i

Elements of the critical habitat should include riparian vegetation used by the flycatcher
as well as the aquatic environment which is a source of insect prey for the bird J

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

A A NN

Gary Grigsby , — _
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January 26, 2004

Field Supervisor,

Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Dear Steve Spangle,

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly "
imperiled southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure 1
the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important

to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more likely to
be improving than species without. This beneficial contribution is statistically independent

of, and additive to, the separate beneficial effects of recovery plans and increasing time on

the endangered species list. Species with critical habitat and recovery plans for more than

ten years are more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be
declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery plan for less than ten years. The
courts have ruled that "neither the Act nor the implementing regulations sanctions
nondesignation of habitat when designation would be merely less beneficial to the species
than another type of protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Departmentof = | He 1
Interior, 113 F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). I support this reasoning and believe critical
habitat adds protection even in cases where there is some ex1stmg protectlon

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of
their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to
the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breedmg populations,
followed by areas that would reconnect existing populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain.

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the
flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for

the flycatcher, and the streambanks that prov1de a necessary structural component - g
supporting flycatcher habitat. .

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.
Sincerely,
Matt Hall

P. O. Box 22273
Flagstaff, AZ 86002

928.773.1256 EOEDVE
JAN 3 0 2004

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
ES FIELD OFFICE-PHOENIX, AZ
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March 7, 2004 D
I )y |
} Somet Il wam -8 2004
3001 5 Road Ny ) . “11
Lake Isabella, CA 93240 . :
US.FISH & WILDLIFE JER\’!CE?S .
Arizona Pish & Game £S FIELD OFFICE- PHOEMIX, AL i

Re: Willow Fiy Catcher proposed Cxitica! Habitat Designation

Please enter my comments Opposing your proposed Critical Habitat Designation for the Willow
Fly Catcher into your record.

4 livedn Lake lsabelia CA & the staffat the loral Ko River Audubon Society-have commented
thet the majority of Willow Bly Catchers are located in their preserve area. That the area between the

prasoeve & Lako Isabelle: which-usod te-ger floaded whon the lake uscd to be-allowed to S does nothave- W

any active Fly Catcher nests. That being the case the restriction on'keeping the Take level so that it does not
flood this arca should be removed. Regardless the Lake level prior {o restriction was flooding this area &
Fiy Catcher was still living happily nearby -Elovated duit lovels ave. crexted by the common-kigh winds whea ™
the lake level is low. Thsreduoestheheehho&'thelocalpopnlanon&redueesmm Agpain the Iake levet
should not be restricted.

- The staff & researchers comment that they see fluctuations in Fly Catcher populations that are
contrary to what would make sepse to them. Ifthey do not know what Fly Catchers want or noed in nesting
areas-or why they come fome-years & not others, then how can one-call-the habitat-critical,

‘ Fly Catchers migrate to Sonth Ameiica, whefetheym!!m})})’!'&thmhasbmalm'gefactorm
why they are not doing well in-the-United Statos, They will not do- bettor uatil-South Amorica-stops usiog
DDT. There is no need for more conservation here when the real problem is in"South America.

Aﬁaw&ngmﬂammtkﬂy%ch«&habmwmmmemcountlsdownfrmn
-when the program was started. During,the same period there has been-a-reduction-in-ageicuktural tand, but
mnhokmgmﬂmbemmthemmymofmvaﬂmmmmmhn&.ﬁwmm '

- helpthc Fly Catcher thon rather than temoving land from food produstion we-should cncourage it.

Had the milions of dollars for mitigation been spetit on working with ranchers & farmers -

cooperatively to encourage habitat conservation it would have accoraplished much more & allowed all of the

" Jand to remain'in production & genesate tax dollars: Insteadt the money-is being spent to-take land-out-of
production. The environmental groups who buy this land pey redueed rates by offering tax breaks to land
owners. Thoss groups pay 1o taxcs-& producs nothing fromi the tand. This creates-anincontive to romove -
land from production which will be harmful to species conservation.

Part of the preserve area used to be cattle grazing fields, but has beea tumned into active nesting
arens for the Fly Catchier, This points out that existing suitable Fiy Catcher nesting aveas need-nat be
Qesignated as other azess can be converted to suiable areas ¥ scientifically found 1o be needed in fizture.

Nowly coactod logislation: calts for fav more-stringent acienee; instead of bost-available scicace, fof
designating an endangered species. Pothaps the Fly Catther would not qualify as endangered if it were held
up to the new standards. It would be a waste of time & money & land to designate critical habitat for &
m&&uwnotmﬂymmmmmmmmwmwﬂmeMmlbmbeendmgmd"

Commum&mmmshawbm&msedforhedpmmebndsmmwmmemdlmd
area that is roquired by court onder for Eritical Habitat Designation: Theas-casements will reduce the vatue -
‘of the land & 4top -any bank from-using the fand as-coliateral on aloan that may be required-to-continue {
ranch operations. This may force the ranch at a fisture date to become a willing sefler, which will remove the |
fand from the tax base.-Once an-easement is in place the laind can be micro-managed.by-remote conservation
groups whose interest often are counter to the ranchers. 1 have not heard anyone mention lony teem leases
for conscrvation. This would at Icast kecp the vakic of the land in the local tax basc & altow for altormate *
-uses-should-the-Critical- Habitat Pesignation prove fitlse-or unnecessary. Better yet would bé 10 heveno
casements & keep the total interest & control & tax liability of the land in the ranchers hands.

We-have seen wildlife. management become-more & mors:tegalated. This has.caused concern from
private land owners who have been farming & ranching. Inmanymsesthslandusehmbembuw&cm}fm
habitat creation for- overaf‘m..:cu-}wa:a Now groups comd in & say that tand must be taker out of

oL
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FROM : BDBEOLLRBLACT PHONE NO. : 76@3790089 Mar. 87 2884 B7:44PM P2

production to protect the species. This has Created conflict -between ranchers & groups that wani to control)  , » 11y
the land themselves. We must blend the needs of agriculture & food production with conservation. This ~ ~ / }‘?"’ 1
cannot be-done by removing land from production. J '

The increasing regulation such 25 endangered specics & Critical Habitat creates a large & costly” -
tisk to landownors in the-forms of takings & lawsuits. Tt will havethe uowanted-cSees of making scme - “\b

landowners, who wonld have etherwise: continued to farm-or ranch while-being good stewards to witdlife to
sell out to housing developers. This would be a far worse unintended effect of further regulation than if there
wasno regulation at all, .
contimic to holp nature-iw-any way they can: This can be socrby the €sttoawood grove kabits: that hasbeen- |
created by ranchers. It would be a shame to-create regulations that-wilt destroy-what is already being-done ]ji\)-
well on & voluntary basis. To quote Jeff Humphrey “If there ate areas that are already preserved, it would
‘e goufyto come in sad degigpate it-oritical habitat” —~
Fish & Crame does not have the funding or menpower to tnily determine what areas are really
Citical Figbitat, if any_ They arc-forcing the ercation of Critical Habitat: not becausc i is nooded: but Al
because a misguided cotrt order tells them to;-Once land has beén designated as Critical Habitat the burden | |7
will be on the landownier to prove that it is no longer Critical Habitat in order for him to manage the land for
~fend production. This-will‘bedevastating: for foed-production; the ewonomy &-the-Fy-Cuatcher. -
Withowmt doing independent research ¥ would have bheard almost nothing about the downsides of -
 Critical Habitat Dosigmation. The Fish & Wildtife-Scrvice-bas not been fortheoming in this regard. The Fish
& Wildlife Service has been petitioned ‘twice'to delist the'Snowy Plover threatened-species, once in July
2002 & again in June 2003. The law requires that Fish & Game respond within 90 days to a petition to
-delist, but has-not done 50..On Feb 3, 2004 the Ratific 1.egal Fouadation sepresenting the City of Morro Bay
&.others sued Fish & Game 1o foree it to consider the over 500 peges of scientific data that supports
delisting. Fish & Gamc scoms intent on maintaining closuros in the fios of massive scicnfific daza to the ..
-contrary. The town of Moro Bay & other areas have suffared financially due 10dost tourism & tax revenue.
Yet we are told that Willow Fly Catcher Critical Habitat will increase toutism This is totally contrary to
~what hag happened tn Morro Bay & elsewhere, ’
'The Corp of Engincers won ewards for creating massive habitet when they created Lake Jsabella )
Then one-ortwo Ky Catchor nogts wereimundated wwhon the lake came yp to. flocd stage. Yot many cther .. ,/
Tests were healthy & wonld not iisv-been there-had the Jake not:been-created by-the-Corp. The flooding-of |
the two nests caused « taking claim & required a biological report which bas caused millions of dollats to be
&pent-t Protect & Species tint was ulveiidy Yeiny takieh core GF. There beeihs 00 e ie ¥iotice vf the magsive
benefits that far outweigh the negative impact on two nests. This same scenario is happening on private
lands-wherc ranchers have created habitat. Even though they have holped numerous birds, if onc is harmed .
‘the rancher is sabject-to 4 taking & ail-the legal costs & requirements. There is no incentive for ranchers to
want to support habitat. This is wrong, o . v .
165 hie Preseirvies Or aiier public tad there is public acceds. The Fly-Catclier is & recluiive bivd &
does not do well in 2rezs that people often frequent, This is why they have done so well on private lands & RL
why thesc fands should not be.tumed ato public lands. W arc told that Critical Habitat desigoation will. . ‘
increase tourism through arge amounts of bird watchers, Large amounts of people watking near ¥y Catcher
nests would be bad for the bird. They would be better off in seclusion on private land as they have been in

.

EIS

At any time the entire South Fork & ait the habitat could be incinerated under the corrent policy of
DOR-TIANAEERCTE to: pravent fire:: I weewant to. protect the wildlifs thop the area must be managed 20. preveat. RGleo
- Some environmental groups stand to roceive millions of dollars in finding for land acquisition

prantd & congervition -1 tne migney 1was et dvalable Gae wonders-whether-the-group members- would be
so vocat in their sappor: of Criticat Habitat creation. This funding is mostly from tax doltars. If this funding
iz:stopped in fiturcx yéars.than the land will he.abandoned £ the habitat wilt suffer. Whersas.if the land was. | - v (a4
feft in public hands the habitat would continueto be cared for & fikely improved as &t thas for generations.

Any comments from groups that will bepefit from Critical Habitat designation through land !
acqiidition funding or study funding or ihcreaged politicat clout-or-lazger staffing or-any. other benefit,
constimtes 2 conflict of interest & their comments must pot be considered. 00 )



.FROM 1 ©80000000080CT PHONE NO. : 7683750089 Mar. @7 2084 @7:45PM P3-

only creates conflict. Why is Fish & Game proposing a policy that i thinks is bad. By cooperating with
ranchers far more has already been.accomplished.

Regulations of any kind, including Critical Habitat Designation, Wﬂlcostthempaym&
landowncrs moncy t0-administrate-& mplcmcm. That toncy, will be wastod sinee th;sxsa!mdy being done.
volmtarily,
InthcpastRanchors&Farmarsd:dmtgetupwymmg& say lets manage this land for the
Willow Fly Citcher. Yet i mishuagiiig.thie fand for food prodivction they also created great habitat for
wildhife, This is & win-win situstion for food production, tax doflars & wildlife. This is what we must
continue to cncourage through cooperation. Not by onacting regulstions, like. Critical Habitat or Endangered .
Species, which create conflict & have rately if ever been successfl i restoring en endungered species. /

Thank you for this apportunity to comment on this most important issue. »«—j

s

Critical Habitat designation has been noted 20-be a poor toot by the Fish & Wildhfe service, that »
|

,’

{

Sincerely,

~Cheis Horgan
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J oseph Moye 468 Capital Circle Tallahassee, FL 32304 (850)574-8151

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Re: Southwestermn willow flycatcher ' 1124104

Dear Mr. Spangle:

The Southwestern willow flycatcher is seriously imperiled. The only chance of survival for this ey .
species is the designation of critical habitat of it. _ : .

Thank you,

Joe Moye

ey H

JE EUWEW{“

Y Jan 2 9 2008 \;L

U.S FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE l
£8 STATE OFFICE-PHOENIX, AZ
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Dr. Mha Atma S. Khalsa
Martha Oaklander

1536 Crest Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90035

January 22, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021.

Dear Mr Spangle,

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we appreciate this opportunity to submit our
comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly endangered southwestem
willow ﬂycatcher

Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the } e 1
flycatcher and should include the following:

e All presently or recently occupied flycatcher habitat, including those areas protected
by conservation plans or other measures. Critical habitat adds protection even in
cases where there is some exxstmg protection.

e Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion
of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which
is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding
populations, followed by areas that would reconnect existing populations across the he
landscape. '

R ———

@«
-

e " Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. |

o Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by
the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect
prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural
component supporting flycatcher habitat.

e

Thanks for reading and considering our comments.

| HAJ | N2 8ot
U.S. FiSH & WILDLIFE or1 "
£S STATE QFFICE .PHOE} ’

Martha Oaklander
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January 22, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle,

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly _
endangered southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to 1 CH1
ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

* All presently or recently occupied flycatcher habitat, including those areas protected by
conservation plans or other measures. Critical habitat adds protection even in cases where
there is some existing protection.

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of
their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is
close to the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding _
populations, followed by areas that would reconnect existing populations across the = | L
landscape. '

r

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. ’

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by"
the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect
prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural
component supporting flycatcher habitat.

| I

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments.

“Sincerely, _ % ,
anine Payne

5400 Claremont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94618

MEEEITED
W 26 2 ,mj
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el V- Cuszell o ., T .02
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher .
Critical Habitat De5|gnat|on Q%

NEPA Public Scoping
COMMENT FORM

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
ical Habitat Designation .

The follbwing comments, which identify my issues, concerns, and/or information, are provided for the Public
Scoping Process for the anticipated Critical Habitat Proposal.

I am very oﬁposed to the Critical Habitat Designation for the Upper Rio ) e
Grande River - San Luis Valley. The Rio Grande Water Conservation District . / P
is proactively sponsoring the creationof a Habitat Conservatin Plan (HCP) I Lo %

for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher in the San Luis Valley.

Past projects supported by the Conservation District have been the successful
reintroduction of ‘the Rio Grande Sucker into some local streams (San Francisco
"""" Iﬁ%@ in cooperation with the Colorado Division of Wildlife.
: . tippo‘ted efforts to maintain populations of the endangered Rio
Brande Cutthroat .Troat. It is also the only Conservation District within the

State of Colorado that has successfully negotiated with the .U.S. Forest Service
and settled the issue of Reserve Water Rights on Federal Land.

This community has proven ‘that we can, and will, protect our wildlife. It iséﬁv )
sincere belief that we can do a better job working within.the HCP environment than
can possibly be achieved by the Critical Habitat Designation. The State Division

of Water Resources works closely with the Rio GRande Water_ConServation District. TR
By having a local HCP, the District and Division can work out problems that may

an unmanageable nightmare should the Critical Habltat De51gnat10n occur and

conflict w1th the R10 Grande Compact. -

As a resident of ‘the San Luis Valley, I strongly recommend that you allow us the

‘opportunity to -complete our HCP and-not burden the area with the Critical Habitat 0
t @

Designation. In order to deal with the highly regulated Rié Grande River and all .
the various water issues associated with it, our ranchers, farmers, residents,
developers and the State D1v151on of Water Resources need to have some flex1b111tv.

=N =AY Y ~
!fﬂxlgg_géng; s :
FEB -6 0t =
. L |
! SERVIC i '
Your comments and contact information will becom part; o‘f“a:pﬁbllc‘l'y avm__,lm‘kecord If you have concerns -
about the distribution of this information, or your expe 'taT"o'ns under the Privacy Act, please indicate them at

the top of your comments.

"

Comments MUST BE RECEIVED by March 8, 2004

Additional comments and information can be sent separately to the Field Supervisor
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842 Elting Road
Rosendale, NY 12472
28 January, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

" Dear Mr. Spangle,

I strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to designate the widest critical habitat ow

‘possible for the Southwestern willow flycatcher. 'With its territory reduced to less than

1,000 territories spread across the southwest, the flycatcher is one of North Amen'ca'sj P4
most endangered songbirds. Widespread destruction of riparian areas through L
livestock grazing, water withdrawal and urban development have placed the species at] v
imminent risk of extinction. Please provide this at-risk species with as much critica o
habitat designation as possible. . e

Extinction is forever. Short—term 'proﬁts through cattle raising are just that--short-term. Ao s

Preserving bio-diversity is one of the most critical issues facing our generation. We will
be remembered not only for what we saved, but for what we neglected to save.

Sincerely,

C—> e O
Paul Russell

EGCENVET

L—gl—;ﬂ 31 2w UJ

U.S. FISH & WILDLIF
ES FIELD OFFICc- PF%ES‘Eﬁ(Wg
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Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor, -
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021.

Dear Mr. Spangle: : ~ January 26, 2004

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly imperiled southwestern

willow flycatcher. The cumulative effects of more than a century of damaging livestock grazing have left us with

a legacy of degraded habitat for this, and many other riparian dependent species. In order to ensure the survival of {a¢,1.
this amazing migratory bird it is important to exclude harmful federal activities such as livestock grazing from its
habitat. Fewer than 1,000 breeding pairs of the southwestern willow flycatcher remain throughout its range. Nine
years of nearly range wide surveys (1993-2001) found a total of only 986 flycatcher territories spread across }"Rﬂ
southern California, Arizona, New Mexico and southern Colorado, Utah and Nevada. Those breeding areas that
support the largest number of flycatchers are also in peril from cow birds, fires, water projects, and replacement of
native habitats by introduced plant species. v, w\ru,

Critical hab1tat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and should include: 1. (K1

All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important to recovery in the 7
Recovery Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more likely to be improving than species without.

This beneficial contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to, the separate beneficial effects of i
recovery plans and increasing time on the endangered species list: Species with critical habitat and recovery plans !
for more than ten years are more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to'be declining than }
species with no critical habitat and recovery plan for less than ten years. The courts have ruled that "neither the Act ; .
nor the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when designation would be merely less ;
beneficial to the species than another type of protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of i
Interior, 113 F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and believe critical habitat adds i’\%E‘
protection even in cases where there is some existing protection. P
{
Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their historic range, ]
prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance : :
of a flycatcher between breeding populatlons followed by areas that would reconnect existing populations across
the landscape :

i

Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain.

Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the ﬂycatchér, as well as the .
aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide |
a necessary structural component supporting flycatcher habitat. -

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely. /y L/

ANDREW SCHNELLER 0 EG E A D
i |
l

621 E. Mabel | 2 .
TUCSON, AZ 85705 \ JAN 2 7 2004

& W LDJFE SERVICE
OFFICE - PHOENIX, AZ

U.S. FiSH
ES STATE
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"Pé'ter Steinhart
17 Addison Avk

o Alto, CA 9430
one: 650-326-7259
January 26, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service '
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021.

Dear Mr. Spangle,
Please accept the following comments on redesignation of

critical habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher.

~ Without designation of critical habitat, the survival and recovery of }cn 1
the flycatcher is doubtful. The flycatcher is now reduced to an estimated _'}—PR‘%
1000 territories and its numbers have been steadily declining. Species
with critical habitat and recovery plans for more than ten years are more W1
than three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be T
declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery plan for less
than ten years. ' ' : -

Critical habitat should include all currently and recently occupied |

flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important to recovery in the
Recovery Plan. It should also allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider
and more viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing
areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to
the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between o rHe L
breeding populations. Constituent elements of critical habitat should
include riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the
aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey
for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary
structural component supporting flycatcher habitat. _J

Thank-you for consndenng these comments.

Sincerely,
EEEIVE
JAN 3 0 2004

US FISH & WILDLIF
FS FiFl D OFFINF. PH%LSAEIEVL(\:?F




~ beyond the jeopardy/consultation protections afforded under the WSA, this is plainly false. A broad designation

r:i//

T-0LU

Jim Steitz | ' |

¢
1505 S. Espina #5 ' \Q L _
Las Cruces, NM 88001

January 27, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle,

I write to urge that strongest and most inclusive possible critical habitat protections for the Southwestern j cnl
Willow Flycatcher, one of North America's most endangered songbirds. Because of the vacating of the prior/ ~
critical habitat designation and the continued deterioration of riparian habitat in the Southwest, there is little 7§ "'Aé\'\‘\
time to lose. The flycatcher has been reduced to less than 1,000 territories spread across southern California, |
Arizona, New Mexico, and extreme southern Nevada, Utah and Colorado, and requires the most urgent and // _R A
inclusive protections available under the ESA. 7] PR Z/

The primary threat to the continued existence of the flycatcher is the elimination of riparian areas due to eNn
livestock grazing, groundwater pumping, urban development, and surface water withdrawals. These habitats
have been greatly imperiled, more than any other western habitat type, and a liberal, broad critical habitat
protection will also provide an umbrella of protection for these other, imperiled habitat types. Although the
national office of the FWS has sometimes maintained that critical habitat provides no additional protection

of critical habitat will provide a blanket of protection for a unique ecosystem that a case-by-case examination by
an already overworked FWS never could. This is especially so because the ESA critical habitat provision calls
for the protection of currently unoccupied habitat that could be recolonized, if given the chance.

The prior designation had already started to benefit these riparian habitats be removing livestock from hundreds
of miles of fragile rivers in the Southwest, and must be reinstated and expanded to include as much additional
habitat as is scientifically justifiable. All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat and all areas
identified as important to recovery in the Recovery Plan should be included in this designation. The designation
should be sufficient to allow the recovery of flycatchers to a wide enough portion of their historic range as to be
more biologically viable over the long run. The recorded maximum dispersal distance of 50 miles from existing
territories should be used to measure the areas that should be included as critical habitat. Such habitat should
also encompass, at minimum, the 100-year floodplain. '

HE-

habitat that could possibly keep the flycatcher alive while placating development and livestock interests. The

Again, please err on the side of more liberal protections, rather thank seeking to calculate the minimum possible "
k 1
future of an entire ecosystem type in the Southwest could depend on it.

Sincerely,

“

Steitz

U.S FISH WILDL{

ES FIELD OF e e SERVICE

CE-PHOENIX, A7
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"~ 618 W. Placita de la Poza

Tucson, AZ 85704
jtitus9@yahoo.edu
January 29, 2004

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor, .
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021. '

Dear Steve Spangle,

I am writing about critical habitat for the Southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is _}f 1
absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher. Critical habitat should
include, at a minimum, the following:

1. All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as 1mportant to—} e 1
recovery in the Recovery Plan. It should be noted that species with critical habitat are much

more like to be i improve than species without critical habitat. I believe critical habitat adds } f:H 1
protection even in cases where there is some existing protection. '

2. Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their

historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to the

observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by He 1.
areas that would reconnect existing populatlons across the landscape.

3. Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. o } WE L

4. Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the
flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for the
flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural component supportmg
flycatcher habitat.

We L

Thank you for consid_en’ng these comments.

Sincerely,

" Jonathan Titus

-

P)[E@EI]_WE
Jﬂ JAN 31 2004

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICF
ES FIELD OFFICL-PHOENIX, A2




LWL ioug _ W
st . , - 1-0L%
_ /-/ fﬁnf/{ﬁﬁ /15 AV uvp//4 h/ﬁ// 70 CA&'C/(Q'("
Aﬂ)/f/%/’v/ oo, 3/1%@% AT &Ach o ~1hr EL@V,,,4 L
j T 26,707 phoerix A |

a7 5/LVM@H N M
\ M, A Lamoss 0 Fe
1 7;5"9% .45 Vrans NY
- 3 Laks fewstlh 2
i L/ CoR 6M4 /C)T/ b?cﬁié'_\f"a CQQ
- \5/ fS(,ONTlDa (] _
} Nom? ,EThE f,p'pw Hap> £V o g1 A oA X cop!

| ox 755 PAY o E oY L __

= Lapr Jsge b 15 Al 3D iles sy AD By
Hl@h_w&/. THy rapséais” Aarg 1~V 2 Ly | § wo Aot
m/,,' 3 m/los long Q/ /z /mLo' QJIDD' (7/’7’? ENTinr AP
v 0’4_7'7%0’ 001 b Fon k. 29?57% ;sz/vf[z(ym 15 1S 7o 2@
M) L=s ,L’/T /’;/B// Lr&; 77)0,.: /7__/341.[,0’¢ )co)"ﬁ’) /\4#7/ Hadsr%
ot hr % en S ) | | |

L A )DD% sollronr 7%&7 il 55LV5-/}L[FM620%5

A5 0C10 TP whThE wilbw T{7 C?“TV/W_L’S ” /?Lﬁ '/r_
51 5 Dam Boild Fpom Lime [0 7o Limy PiFE (S
LML/ka féxfﬁzs%‘l . |

A UL i Lol 15 mpin 2
X }7"’/?/&&/@/0/ o prls W A7 Lyl consTorl e
as HiH a5 poE2 BT !

}’ No onNs 4T ﬁf/wb’b’ﬁﬂé W G TP A/y e

[ ote e i By o Ay P b



S

e gy T

Lo*‘\')j N G 2] 73 Wﬁ’éoﬁr/w

 Prople - )
)‘7L0\r~/ C&pr W ¥ S how 7ht )r//o’ﬁV/WﬁT‘é oU

VI Looks T3 MD SOMBOAY

?ﬁ){}ﬁbfmﬁ AND oYMt C unEs .
COULD /%o-\}r Aclrsss56P ,‘/’h/b’ I/VTB'I\-/\/p’V 71 6377M'DU'7)'A—'L

| map S o F the ANOA | |
©F Bolwt 7 Thr P G200 Hop il Clow " 4
!LboaL clop OVDId oD To Ths ){L)7}7‘mmp',v7 o EHINTIN f(/-/}A/,;

[fon Fips
s

sing CHeSImas

[ v Do of Kwh/mn,

Thrrs 1~ AP Lekor JSpeally
s mellr- Eish 78 1D/ A

| Laebon Fi5h _

v ;‘4;:; ¥ AN TN /5 w?ov’Duc/z NESIS A‘Z’é//t/f
\THy Souih Fonlc o~ The Kon~ ﬂll/b’ﬂ—['f#/t\) wilbbw 2y

| o VE B a3 fcs)«]ﬂ/ Do‘ﬂ-@)/ (morpob/

N e
N W
:,»/A/T;T\/, L5 Mevire "Jomiol PHeoeoas T
y, 200 7] Fon

yé,w,;1 NoV T m»/ wy FrD oV
L4 T e/ 5
s o T2 Shev U WP WA Tht byl 57
Cﬁ[x/’oﬂ WL L)#/o’._j?’ﬂ"\my —DD//IT—WZ},VT )5 Fan
wﬂ/v o NE 7o 7?2;(, VS 7o §+A)( OL)’}"D/C/‘)V ﬂlPM’M

¢ ‘(“Aﬁ%w\ ouT—lMﬁb’/ouw 1B\

—




| (G
/(,,//;o o The porZoD Dam( % 85 £ulTBY Binb
lfﬁam e/ Lovn or 15%) ShoulD R /1,3 FooT Hiklfen
77%/\’_- Thy BXisTinG oV eERTew /TT/’%’ mair DAr . »

\1 | aé Na‘f/'f%y({)f‘r/ﬁué. ‘ B
+hvs No prse EXST , FTHE prgpsoD P oM wevlD

| g affectm =y Hibf WeToT En ChasGimi? 176 Thy
willew Fly bt vpsTinb  AEEG.

(e pmson —yi b Thie smril DA = Vo cpiZics!

| Lhom 1o bl BE (~ volVED

Doﬂ —_7;971/6: |
Q08 Bey Lo sh C/ﬂ /&
C Poadlish Ca T3W5-76¢/

hopp = sdhw



Aepunog Ajunod

fiepunog alelS D
uun Asenoosy 1M [

Weang/IoAy ——
Ao solew @
sealy Huipasig epodw|

jiun Lisaossyf opelojo 1emo7
T9U33e0A|J MOJ[I\ UI9ISemL}nos

ST s TPTICITT




My wt A 1

Arepunog AjunoD

Aiepunog aye1g D
N A18A029Y TIM U

aye Jolewy
1A Jolep
Ao oy @

spyun Aoroossy




29 vsl Ay

Aiepunog Ajunod

fiepunog g1 D
nun Asenocey Taim [T

aye Jolep
J9A1Y Jofe
Agioley @

syun L1eA00s9y
14 MOJ[IM\ UI91SaMYyInog




YNéG( £ 7194

Gl
Atepunog Ajunod

Aiepunog s)a18 D
Aanooay J4IM ﬂ

aye Jofep
wWeang/iany ——
sealy Buipeaig yuepodwy
Ao soley @
Jiun Aisnoosy ejuiofiied jejseo)
13Yd1edA[4 MO[[IM UI3)SOMUIN0S




COSMET
HAIRSTYLING

Ming at Cld Stine « 397.9293
A Beauty College & More




-
ajeig
Ao
$S8IppY
aweN

"a|es 10} 8jqe|ieAe satuadoid Ino jo Bofeyeo asly e 10} puag
"0pgE6 VO 'Bll9qes) 8. "PA|g E[jages| 9% 6909
‘ou| *Ajjeay e||ogest aXeT Lz Anjua?) 10} uodnos) [l

ung Aaye L 0002 &

doysig oy
TIAH 1LID
0L AOH

oujpieweg ues o) sejebuy 8o
1pISBOURY/ajRPLIIBY
aaufop oL

satebuy so1

9% ,4 1
vUW sl Al
y(doq v3a/vm

TAVIHINO0S

|ajenod  ousesd
oL o}
O

Ao,
e e,

%

<

]
nw umolg

Youy W{ofte Al ~eTIIm (o
- §6€ puB ¥1 shemybiy
PUE XAUQ 'UOP|eA OL

IA

BAIY UiB)y 8 jO
- %104 YOS,

=Eieneg oL

VIV YIAId
N¥IM ¥addN

ded syoif o

Hssen

VT4 VSsI
TAVT

Pleysiexeq
oL

"PAIG efj5qes) 5!?1

19)

wea
Aswjixny

—~

SLHOIIH
@I0Jd0M

mﬁ—-ﬂz&mz
eﬁ WL L siq LhrsE i oNeN




U.S.Fish and wildlife Service 2/13/04

Field Supervisor '

Arizona EcologicalService ' FEB 17 2004 J
Field Office o ’

2321 W. Royal Palm Dr. Suite 103 U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
Phoenix Az. 85012 | - ES FIELD OFFICE - PHOENIX, AZ

Subject: Flycatcher Habitat

Recently a meeting was held here in the Kern River Valley to discuss the above subject and I was
unable to attend because out of town business, but had I been able to attent the meeting, listed below
are some of the concerns I have and would have brought up at the meeting.

' /}/ Lake Iswabella Dam was finished in 1955 as a flood control project to prevent yearly severe
flooding of parts of Bakersfield and for a dependable water source for farmers and residences in and . \I\)%
around Bakersfield. .

the Kern Valley Bird Preserve, the Flycatcher "must and will only nest over water", and there was -
never any standing water under the trees where the Flycatcher is supposed to nest because the dam
did net exist.

—Pnor to 1955, we did not have any Flycatchers in the valley. Because, according to the manager of ] £ '
l ]

,3/The dam can not now be used for flood control because by law it can not be filled to a little morej ,]
than one-half capacity because it may flood out a Flycatcher nest. W
. Note: ......For the coiiple of years when water was in the Flycatcher nesting area there was never ]_
! more that 5 nests sighted and the Cow Bird destroyed most of those nests. . Ted

" 41 have been told that there are so many Flycatchers in parts of New Mexico and other places they _/
are considered a nuisance.

%Baskersﬁeld and surrounding areas depend upon water from Lake Isabella and the Kern River t(j_ \/\/ %
supply them with water for their many uses.

%Due to 5 above, there has not been any water under the trees where the Flycatcher is supposed to
nest for a number of years and because of increasing demand for water by the downstream users,
there will probably never be any water under these trees again. It would take 7 years, according the 14
to Forestry Dept. people, of well above average run off for the Dam to even get to the limit of water W
storage allowed by law. 1 am told by the Bakersfield Planning Dept. that they axpect to build up to
50,000 new nomes in and around Bakersfield, with supporting businesses in the next few years and
weter will be much more in demand than it is now.

Valley for a number of years. There are those who will say this not true, but I have friends who
belong to the bird watching groups and they admit they have not seen or heard of any snghtmgs ina
number of years.

2] am told because of 6 above that there have not been any Flycatcher nests or sightings in the Kernj W l ZI

/ﬁThe Kern River merchants and services depend on visitors from out of the valley to buy and use w :)73 51
their services or they will be out of business, and water in the dam is what draws outside people to T
the valley :

/ When lake water is low a very dangerous condition exists because of the many huge rock and large —
< trees sticking out of the water and just below the surface. Many boats have been damaged and . \/\/ w

people hurt on these rocks and trees.

16=Isabella Lake is a very shallow lake as lakes go because it was created over a very flat farm type

area. It is estimated that the lake does not average 10 plus or minus feet deep overall. To look at the W 2



lake there appears to be much more water in the lake than there actually isD» 1A ‘,

/h-Our local health departments say that when the lake is low, and a lot of lake bed is exposed to the
* wind that dust storms are created carrying germ infested dust in to Kernville, causisng a lot of o
resperatory problems to the residences of Kernville and surrounding areas. They say this condition %3‘* ‘L
is similar to problems they have in Owens valley where dry lake beds and wind created many health
problems and lakes had to be filled to prevent this unhealthy condition. .

CONCLUSIONS
1—- We do not now have any Flycatcher birds in the Kern River Valley D W

2—The dam should be used for its intended purpose of flood control and supplying a dependable W7,
source of water for Bakersfield and surrounding areas. And for a multitude of recreational e

activities.

?/fl‘he Kern Rlver Vallley should be removed from the list of areas des1gnated as Flycatcher habltat.j nwiq

Thank you for considering the above comments. Each comment could easily be a toplc of special
meetings and lengthy discussions, but I only mention them as subject matters to be considered and

rqvklgwed by you and your staff.

39Q:§_£c,pperwood Dr.
Lake Isgbflla Cal. 93240

(76 )373 ;»941
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stinglessbee@yahoo.com
Subject: critical habitat San Luis Valley Colorado

03/06/2004 10:14 AM

I am not sure my previous email was sent successfully.

The San Luis Valley is "One big community" 120-80 miles. We
consider a niegbors as friends and family even 120 miles R 29
away. The whole upper Rio Grande Basin should be considered

as one large community.

Biggest Threats to the SWWF

1. Housing development on and along the river corridor.
. ‘ RV

2. The ongoing water depleation through the use of center

pivots- thus the loss of the water surface rights.

3. The lack of communication and collabortion at the ;fgL%\
National level to the local level.

Biggest Benifits to the SWWF
1. The open hearted and hard work some of the local
ranchers and farmers are already providing.

_ . ] , . PRL1A
2. The ongoing data collection of the distribution of
the flycatchers. We know we have approximately 50
terrertiories. :

3. The development of the Habitat Conservation Plan, PR20O
and ongoing collabortion of the local communities.

Thanks
Doug Clark
Saguache Colorado
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doylesteve@hotmail.com
Subject: southwestern willow flycatcher
02/26/2004 11:45 AM

Critical habitat designations for the southwestern willow flycatcher should&ﬁ cw 1
be honored by the BLM in ordert to prevent this bird’s extinction. | feel

very strongly that too much public land is sacrifieced for extraction and '
ranching interests, at the expense of native flora and fauna. Users of } PR
public lands should accomodate the species extant on those lands; the

species shold not have to go extinct accomodating land users. | urge you to ,
especially protect riparian areas, which are the most crucial for the } gEvil
flycatcher. Thanks you.

Sincerely,
Steve Doyle
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Subject: willow flycatcher
03/08/2004 08:01 AM

Mar 5, 2004
Dear Mr. Spangle,

Both as a private individual and as a concerned member of a local
citizen's group (TriCounty Watchdogs), I am writing in support of the jrC}\q”
widest possible protection for the willow flycatcher. . ’

Living as I do in an area under constant threat of rampant and _
thoughtless/heartless development, I am apalled at the notion that R L
animal species are disposable in favor of profit. . —

In general the reckless noticn that groundwater is an infinite resource }-Ww 7.
has already led to many problems, both social and environmental. Please
know that any efforts in the direction of protecting the flycatcher

: : ; ; / W
will be strongly supported by a large section of the population in our

area (Frazier Park CA).

Many thanks,

Keats Gefter

PO Box 487
Lebec CA
93243

661 248 6589
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Subject: Flycatcher NEPA Scoping
03/02/2004 01:51PM

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle:

| would like to comment on the preparation of the environmental assessment
for the designation of critical habitat for the southwestern willow

flycatcher under the Endangered Species Act (Federal Register, January 21,
2004). ’

To ensure the survival of the species, | strongly support critical habitat
designation of all presently or recently occupied flycatcher habitat,
including habitat already protected by conservation plans. Designated
critical habitat should include riparian areas encompassing at least the
100-year floodplain. I urge the Fish and Wildlife Service to give priority
to designating habitat within 50 miles of existing territories to allow
recovery of the flycatcher over a larger portion of its historic range
across the southwest. o

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Alexandra Lamb

13250 Chandler Bouievard
Sherman Oaks, CA 91401



Doug Peters

dwpeters@ucdavis.edu

Subject: Willow flycatcher critical habitat
03/08/2004 03:00 PM

Dear Steve,

I support the 1ncreased protectlon of the willow flycatcher through CHfL
re-designation of the critical habitat status. ‘

Thank vyou,
Doug Peters *

126 Pinon St.

Frazier Park, CA 93225



Wynne Y e o -0
\' -\ Southwestern Willow Flycatcher T Py
Critical Habitat Designation '

NEPA Public Scoping
COMMENT FORM

gocre. USGS

Scuthwestern Wlllow Flyt_aicher
Criti i

The following comments, which identify my issues, concerns, and/or information, are provided for the Public
Scoping Process for the anticipated Critical Habitat Proposal.

Thank you for this opportunity

After listening and reading at the meeting it appears to me
that the problem is not cows (grazing) or people but it is
the cow bird. As I understand the cow bird takes over the
blycatcher nest, pusnlng out the blycatcner €ggs if necessary WE WV
_ju.bb dD CIIE buLJ&UUb UU \bdllle LdlllJ..L_Y -

In the past Figsh & Game has removed cow bird eggs from the

Flycatcher nest......My parents taught us that we were never to
touch a birds nest because the bird would not return. Is this
still done? _ _ ]

De-rh:\-pq we.-_should jnqt let Mother Nature solve this She knows more

than we ever will.

Your comments and contact information will become part of a publicly available record. If you have concerns
about the distribution of this 1nformat10n or your expectations under the Privacy Act please indicate them at

the top of your comments.

Comments MUST BE RECEIVED by March 8}

Additional comments and information can be sent separately to the Hi
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dogfuzzn@yahoo.com
Subject: Flycatcher, tourism and ranching can co-exist
03/07/2004 12:57 AM

After reading an article in the KV Sun,
http://kvsun.com/articles/2004/03/04/news/3.txt I was sad
to hear of those little flycatchers which were very profuse

while I grew up in Weldon. We saw a lot of things disappear |

when other species were allowed to " grow out of control®
Like we have almost completely lost the Horned Toads. Now I
can remember as a child finding those things everywhere but
through a well meaning protection of their preditors they
were decimated.

What kind of studies have been examined side by side with
the growth and decline of the flycatcher?? Any growth in,
say crows as they are major plunderers of nests, and a
decline at the same time in the flycatcher? Have any other
cross studies been produced?

I would be interested in any info.
Cheryl Stewart

1986 Graduate of Kern Valley H.S.
Graduate of Texas A&M in Agriculture

- PR

N
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Dennis Parker
Attomey at Law
P.O.Box 1100
Patagonia, AZ 85624
- Tel./Fax: (520) 394-0286

Via E-mail

February 29, 2004

Mr. Steve Spangle

Field Supervisor

Arizona Ecological Services

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - -
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Sulte 103
Phoenix, AZ. 85021

Re: Comments on Scoping for Proposal of Critical Habitat for Southwestern Willow
F lycatchers

Dear Mr. Spangle,

These comments are submitted on behalf of Mr. Eddie Johnson of the Johnson

- Ranch. As a livestock producer and the holder of a grazing permit on the Tonto National

Forest in Arizona, Mr. Johnson is deeply troubled by the pervasive bias against livestock AGS
grazing that seems to accompany virtually every pronouncement made about willow

flycatchers in the American Southwest. Mr. Johnson is thus extremely troubled by the) |
possibility of critical habitat designation for willow flycatchers in Arizona from a j RS
personal economic perspective as well as that of a responsible resource steward.

Mr. Johnson is particularly concerned that any designation of critical habitat for
willow ﬂycatchers in Arizona would be inappropriate because such is not essential to this
species’ survival and any benefits from doing so would be substantially outweighed by
detrimental :socio-economic impacts that would occur as a result. Mr. Johnson is also
specifically concerned that designation of critical habitat for this species in Arizona will
likely result in the destruction of the economic viability of his ranch business by J

as

£Vl

unnecessarily and permanently excluding his livestock from w1th1n Or near riparian are
on the Tonto National Forest.

would not benefit willow flycatchers in the least because managed livestock grazing
within riparian areas has been shown to benefit willow flycatchers in the Southwest and
because the complete exclusion of livestock from riparian areas would also cause these 7 At X

Moreover, Mr. Johnson is further concerned that such exclusion of his livestock '} B
A% 45



areas to become extremely vulnerable to destruction by wildfire. Finally, Mr. Johnson iLJ A&l
also very concerned that the unnecessary but permanent exclusion of his livestock from
riparian areas would negatively impact native fisheries. This is because the channels of
the Verde River that occur on his ranch would both narrow and deepen in the absence of
any livestock use, and would thus facilitate exotic rather than native fish species survival.

!\ (";:\r !

" information available in three areas. First, results of the long-term study of willow
flycatchers on a working cattle ranch — the U Bar Ranch in New Mexico — conducted by
- Forest Service and private biologists shows conclusively that livestock grazing and
‘healthy populations of willow flycatchers are compatible. (see: Forest Service U Bar Y%
Reports, attached). Indeed, the largest and healthiest population of willow flycatchers
known to exist in the Southwest occurs on the U Bar Ranch -- smack dab in the middle of
a working livestock operation -- where reproductive rates of this flycatcher are the
highest, and rates of parasitism b cowbirds the lowest, recorded in the Southwest. (see g
Zimmerman letter, attached). A V'Y T Ay 1197 ,
it ;LJ,,J 97> Aw/l

Second, long-term study (1994-2003) of willow flycatchers on the U Bar Ranch
does not support the proposition that four, nominate subspecies of willow flycatchers —
including the variety claimed as “extimus” — can be differentiated on the basis of color.
Those who have spent any significant time observing willow flycatchers on the U Bar can
attest to the fact that both dark-backed and light-backed birds - and all colors in between [ (H 9\
— have been observed as breeding birds on the U Bar. Thus, designation of critical
habitat is not essential to the survival of “southwestern” willow flycatchers because
willow flycatchers that breed in the Southwest include all four supposedly nominate
subspecies of willow flycatchers that, taken together, occur across most of the United
States.

Mr. Johnson bases these concerns on the best scientific and commercial \7

- Third, permanent exclusion of livestock grazing from southwestern riparian
ecosystems for the alleged benefit of native fishes is both unjustified and unsupported by
scientific study. According to Dr. Al Medina, Research Ecologist for the Rocky
Mountain Research Station, preliminary conclusions of a ten year (1993-2003) study
providing technical assistance to the Prescott National Forest regarding fish-grazing NGt
relationships show 1) controlled grazing can maintain and enhance riparian habitats, 2)
~ absence of grazing can change species composition, 3) a decrease in sedge vegetation and

4) an increase of the cover of invasive and non-invasive species. Preliminary findings are
that exotic fauna primarily affect native fish populations and there was no evidence to
link grazing to loss of fish or habitat. (see minutes of Arizona Ga.me & Fish Commission
Attachment, pp. 11-12). ? vhore : —

Apart from the above considerations arguing against designation of critical habitat
. for willow flycatchers in the Southwest, there are also those considerations of a more
local and practical nature. As you know, Mr. Johnson, the Salt River Project, and the 0P
Fish & Wildlife Service are currently in the process of exploring the possibility of ’ ‘
creating substantial habitat for willow flycatchers on private and federal lands along the !



Verde River near Horseshoe Lake. Management flexibility is critical to the possible
success of such an endeavor.
144 %

Designation of this section of the Verde River as critical habitat for willow
flycatchers would force the Fish & Wildlife Service, the Forest Service, and the Bureau
of Reclamation to consider the impacts of their acticns or.actions they permit on
flycatcher habitat, regardless of whether that habitat is occupied. This-would have a

- chilling effect on the development of habitat creation projects for willow flycatchers and
other species on this portion of the Verde River because, as you will recall, the previous
designation of critical habitat for willow flycatchers in the Southwest resulted in the Aol
irrational, blanket removal of livestock from hundreds of miles of southwestern rivers k
and streams on federal lands until that designation was finally thrown out by the courts.

Thus, Mr. Johnson strongly urges you, at the very least, to omit that stretch of the Verde -
River from the Sheep Bndge to Bartlett Lake from any possible cr1t1cal habltat ]'P £57

-designation. -

_ In summary, designation of critical habitat for willow flycatchers in the Southwest

would be counter_-productive for a number of reasons. First, designation of critical - Ly Y
habitat for willow flycatchers in the Southwest is not essential to this species’ survival.
Second, any possible benefit of designating critical habitat for willow flycatchers in the _
Southwest is substantially outweighed by detrimental socio-economic impacts that woulg E\L
result from such. Third, private — public projects designed to create substantial, ’
permanent habitat for willow flycatchers and other sensitive species in the Southwest
would be made extremely difficult if not impossible to accomplish if critical habitat is
designated because radical, environmental corporations and their agents will insist on the
- permanent exclusion of all livestock from or near any riparian area in the Southwest, and
the pertinent federal management agencies — USFS, BLM, BOR, and the USF&WS -- are
unlikely do anything to-prevent court-enforced implementation of these 1rrespons1ble
unsupportab]e unscientific, and native fisheries endangering demands.

PR%HL

Therefore, for all of the foregoing reasons, Mr. Johnson urges you to not propose
critical habitat for willow ﬂycatchers along either the stretch of the Verde River LR
described above or along any other river system in the American Southwest. Thank you
for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely, -

Dennis Parker,

Attorney representing
Mr. Eddie Johnson of the
Johnson Ranch

Cc: Mr. Eddie Johnson, Chris Udall



ATTACHMENT “C”

SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHERS
IN THE CLIFF-GILA VALLEY, NEW MEXICO

SURVEY RESULTS, NEST MONITORING, AND A PRELIMINARY
ANALYSIS OF WILLOW FLYCATCHER DIET

. Draft Summary Report for the 2001 Field Season
March 2002 o

Scott H. Stoleson & Deborah M. Finch
Rocky Mountain Research Station
333 Broadway SE, Suite 115

Albuquerque, NM 87102-3497 lls;:)cl}( t¥tam

Research Station




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The year 2001 was similar to 2000 for Southwestern Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley.
Population size increased only slightly, although the birds’ distribution within the Valley
changed somewhat. Notably, the number of breeding pairs in the Bennett Restoration project
increased to 6 pairs, making that project’s flycatcher population larger than that of 75% of the
approximately 200 known sites rangewide.

We located 132 Willow Flycatcher nests. As in 2000, the average nest success was high — 67%
overall. Nest success was particularly high in box elder (4cer negundo), and poor in willows
(Salix spp.). Many birds had second broods. Unlike 2000, cowbirds were rather common this
past year, and the flycatchers were subject to relatively high levels (16.5%) of parasitism. We
noted the first reported instance of nest predation by American Kestrels (Falco sparverius). As
per usual for this site, most nests (81%) were in box elder, and most were place high (average =
8.5 m). In 2001, we found the first two documented Willow Flycatcher nests in net-leafed
hackberry (Celtis reticulata). -

We report here the results of a collaborative study of flycatcher diet initiated in 1999. Based on
fecal samples from 23 banded birds and insect sampling conducted in 1999, we demonstrate that
Gila birds ate a variety of prey taxa, predominately bees and wasps, but also substantial amounts
‘of true bugs, true flies, and beetles. Proportions of arthropod taxa in the Gila diet differed from
those at sites in Arizona and California. We used sticky traps to sample the arthropod community
in three riparian patches on the Gila that varied in density of flycatchers and amount of water.
‘Little difference was found among the three sites; what variation there was in arthropod
abundance did not correspond to flycatcher densities. Because the flycatcher diet on the Gila
‘was more similar to diets elsewhere in the Southwest than it was to the general aithropod
community on the Gila, we suggest that the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher may be a diet
specialist rather than a generalist. As such, there is the potential for the subspecies to be subject
to food limitation.



INTRODUCTION

The Southwestern race of the Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a crmcally
endangered Neotropical migrant bird that breeds exclusively in densely vegetated riparian areas
“in the region. Approximately 900 pairs were known to exist in 2000, with the largest population
in the upper Gila River Valley in New Mexico (USFWS 2001). It is currently considered the top

priority species for US Fish and Wildlife Service Region 2.

" Although recent research has shed light on various aspects of Willow Flycatcher biology and
habitat associations (see Finch and Stoleson 2000, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001), its food
habits remain only poorly known. Previous information on diet has been only cursory (Beal
1912, Bent 1942, and McCabe 1991). To date, two descriptive diet studies have been conducted
on the southwestern subspecies at several sites in California, Arizona and Colorado (Drost et al.
1998, 2001). Based strictly on analysis of fecal samples, those studies documented a wide
variety of arthropod prey including both aquatic and terrestrial taxa. This variety of prey items
suggests the Willow Flycatcher may be considered a generalist insectivore, but that v
characterization cannot be made without an understanding of prey availability. Whether or not
the Willow Flycatcher is indeed a generalist or whether it specializes in particular prey has
important implications for management, especially since observed diets vaned among habltat
types (Drost et al. 1998) and among sites (Drost 2001)

OBJECTIVES
Our goals for this study in 2001 were:

1. Survey for flycatchers following standardized protocols to estimate populatlon sizes in
the Cliff-Gila Valley.

2. Locate and monitor nests of Willow Flycatchers to assess levels of nestmg success,

cowbird parasitism and predation.

Characterize and quantify vegetation at nests sites. :

With collaborators from the New Mexico Natural Heritage Program and Colorado State -

University, describe quantitatively the diet of the Willow Flycatcher.

s

Due to insuf_ﬁciént funding, no banding was conducted in 2001.

This report presents the results of the fifth year of the study.

METHODS

Study area. — The Cliff-Gila Valley of Grant County, NM, comprises a broad floodplain of the
Gila River, beginning near its confluence with Mogollon Creek and extending south-southwest
toward the Burro Mountains. The study was primarily conducted from just below the US Route
180 bridge upstream to the north end of the U-Bar Ranch (approximately 5 km). In addition,



flycatchers were studied in two disjunct sections of the valley: (1) the Fort West Ditch site of the
Gila National Forest and adjacent holdings of The Nature Conservancy’s Gila Rlpanan Preserve,
located about 9 km upstream of the Route 180 bridge, and (2) the Gila Bird Area, a riparian

" restoration project comprising lands of the Gila National Forest and Pacific-Western Land
Company, located some 8 km downstream of the Route 180 bridge. Most of the Cliff-Gila-
Valley consists of irrigated and non-irrigated pastures used for llvestock production and hay
farming. Elevations range from 1350 to 1420 m.

The Gila River and nearby earthen irrigation ditches are lined with riparian woodland patches of
various ages and composition. Most patches support a mature woodland (>25 m canopy) of
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), with a subcanopy of mixed deciduous trees including
box elder (4cer negundo), Goodding's willow (Salix gooddingii), velvet ash (Fraxinus
velutinus), Arizona walnut (Juglans major), Arizona sycamore (Platanus wrightii), Arizona alder
(Alnus oblongifolia) and Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia). The understory is composed of
shrubs including three-leaf sumac (Rhus trilobata), false indigo (dmorpha fruticosa), New
Mexico olive (Forestieria neomexicana), forbs, and grasses. Fewer patches support a shrubby,
early successional growth of seepwillow (Baccharis qutmosa) coyote and bluestem willows
(Salix exigua and §. irrorata), and saplings of the species mentioned above. Most habitat
patches are less than 5 ha in area. The FS Fort West Ditch site and the Gila Bird Area are .
generally more open than patches on the U-Bar. In addition to the primary patches of riparian
woodland along the Gila itself, numerous stringers of riparian vegetation extend along many of
the earthen irrigation ditches. These stringers contain the same plant species as larger forest
patches, but rarely exceed 10 m in width.

‘Surveys. — All riparian habitats within each site were surveyed systematically for Willow
Flycatchers using standardized techniques developed by the USFWS (Sogge et al. 1997). Three
surveys were conducted at each site during the periods of 15-30 May, 1-21 June, 22 June-15
July. Survey procedures entailed two observers walking through or adjacent to riparian habitat
on clear, calm days between dawn and noon. Recordings of Willow Flycatcher vocalizations
were played periodically to elicit responses from territorial birds. We recorded data on numbers
of flycatchers, evidence of breeding by flycatchers, and presence of Brown-headed Cowbirds.
All personnel of the Rocky Mountain Research Station held valid state and federal permits
required for surveying and monitoring Southwestern Willow Flycatchers, and attended a
mandatory survey protocol training session before initiating fieldwork.

Nest monitoring. — We searched for nests of Willow Flycatchers and other species on a daily
basis. Nests were monitored every 3-7 days, following a modified (less-intrusive) version of
protocols proposed by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (Rourke et al. 1999). Nest
contents were observed using pole-mounted mirrors or videocameras, or 15X spotting scopes.
Nests that were abandoned or destroyed were examined for evidence (e.g., cowbird eggs,
mammal hairs) to ascertain causes of nest failure. We considered a nest successful if: (1) parent
birds were observed feeding one or more fledged young; (2) parent birds behaved as if dependent
young were nearby when the nest was empty (defensive or agitated behavior near nest); or (3)
nestlings were in the nest within one or two days of the estimated fledge date. We considered a
nest failed if: (1) nest contents d1sappeared before fledging of young was possible, assuming 10-
12 d required for ﬂedgmg (depredation), (2) the nest contained no W]“OW Flycatcher young but



contained cowbird eggs or chicks (parasitized), (3) the nest was deserted after eggs had been laid
(desertion), or (4) the nest was abandoned prior to egg laying (abandonment).

Collection of diet samples. — In 1999,we collected fecal samples from adult Willow Flycatchers
captured in mist-nets by their voluntary evacuation during net retrieval, processing (banding,
- measuring, etc.), and holding. After processing each bird, we held it in an opaque, well-
 ventilated cotton bag in an undisturbed location for at least 20 minutes before release. We
collected additional fecal deposits opportunistically. Droppings were immediately placed in
glass vials containing 70% Ethanol. Location, date, and sample number were written on each
vial. Additional information on bird and habitat could be referenced from the sample number. A
total of 23 fecal samples were collected during late May, late June and late July 1999.

Identification of diet samples. — Individual samples were transferred to microscope dishes and
examined under a 10-45x stereo-zoom microscope. Fragments of bodies, wings, legs, head
capsules, mouthparts, or antennae were sorted, grouped, and identified to the finest taxon based
on comparisons to reference arthmpods and taxonomic literature. Our reference of
distinguishable arthropod parts came from sweep-net samples of the foliage during the same
dates. For each taxon, we estimated the minimum number of individuals represented based on
recognizable parts (e.g. pairs of wings, or head capsules).

Statistical description of diet samples. - We summarized diet samples in several ways:

number of prey items per sample, number of different identified taxa per sample, number of each
prey taxon across all samples, and percent occurrence (frequency) of each prey taxon in samples

_ (proportion of samples in which a specific.prey taxon was found). Small sample sizes precluded .
any statistical analysis of temporal trends within groups. For analyses we used and present
information on the 6 most frequent arthropod orders, and pool all others as other.

Collection of arthropod community samples. - To sample the arthropod prey available within
Willow Flycatcher habitat, we used sticky traps (Cooper and Whitmore 1990) placed in 3
different riparian patches in ‘the Gila Valley. One patch (SE1) was adjacent to the Gila River,
received irrigation runoff, contained a swampy wetland, and supported a very high density of
flycatchers (7.7 pairstha). Another patch (NW1) was adjacent to the river and supported a low
density of flycatchers (1.5 pairs/ha). The third patch (NW2) was distant (>200 m) from the niver
and other water sources and had no flycatchers. Otherwise, the woodlots were similar in size
(4.2 - 5.1 ha) and vegetation composition and structure.

We randomly selected trees used for nesting by flycatchers in 1998 as arthropod sampling sites
in SE1 (10 sites) and NW1 (8 sites). As the NW2 patch did not support breeding flycatchers, we
selected 8 pseudo-nest trees based on a qualitative assessment of the available vegetation that
was most similar to nest sites in occupied patches. All pseudo-nest trees selected in NW2 were
box elders comparable in height (8-16 m) and structural complex1ty to those used in the other
two patches. :

For six weeks beginning 6/10/99, we placed 3 fresh sticky traps around nest trees each week
based on the following protocol. A random azimuth-and distance (between 0-15 m) from the
nest tree were chosen to locate the first sticky trap. Second and third traps were placed at '



random distances (0-15 m) from the nest tree, at 120° and 240° from the first trap for maximum
radial spacing between traps. Sticky traps were hung 1-2 m off the ground in the vegetation at
each selected point using tiepins. For points lacking vegetation, we fastened traps approximately
1 m off the ground to wooden survey stakes inserted in the ground. Each trap was exposed for a
period of 4 days, as test samples indicated at least some sticky traps approached saturation with
arthropods after 4 days exposure. : ' :

ANALYSES

Overlap index. — We used two indices to quantify dietary overlap: Homn's index and Pianka’s. .
index (Litvaitis et al. 1996). Drost’s studies (1998, 2001) report only summary data, so we were
unable to use the somewhat more precise Morisita’s Index (Litvaitis et al. 1996). The formula
for Horn’s index is ‘ '

Ro= Z(Pu + Pit)log(Pi + Pix) — ZP.'jlog Pi— ZP& log Pix
T 2log2 '

and that of P_ianka"s index is

On = ' ZPI'J'Pik

\/i_f-’ziszzik

* where P;; = proportion order i is of total prey taken at location j, and Py = proportion order i is of -
total prey taken at location k. The formulae yield R, and Oj, estimates of the percent of diet
overlap, at the taxonomic level of order, between flycatchers at locations j and k. We compared
the proportions of arthropod orders detected in fecal samples to their proportions in sticky trap
samples to assess whether prey items were taken in proportion to their abundance. We compared
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher diet in the Gila Valley to that reported from three other sites:
the Kern River Preserve (n = 16 samples), the Salt River inflow to Roosevelt Lake (n=11), and
the Tonto Creek inflow to Roosevelt Lake (n = 9). All comparisons are based on fecal samples
obtained from breeding adult flycatchers at each site. Data from the Kern Preserve and
Roosevelt Lake sites come from Drost et al. 1998 and Drost et al. 2001.

RESULTS

Climate in 2001. — The drought that impacted the Cliff-Gila Valley in 1999 and 2000 continued
intermittently into July of 2001. Substantial rains fell in the Cliff area in October and November
of 2000, but failed to make up for the net deficit in precipitation. That net deficit continued
throughout 2001 (Table 1). The monsoon rains began relatively early in June of 2001 but were
light until August, when most flycatcher breeding was already complete. Thus, the overall
pattern of precipitation pattern for the 2001 breeding season was generally dry. .



Table 1 Precipitation a.t Cliff, New Mexico, for 2000 and 2001, and annual averages for 1936-

1999. Data from the Western Regional Climate Center (2001).

.Jan. | Feb. | Mar. Apf. May | Jun. | July | Aug. Sep. | Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | TOTAL

2000 precip. 0.06 | 0.07 | 0.80 | 0.03 | 0.00 219 | 1.63 | 254 | 004 | 3.20 | 2.14 | 0.18 12.88

2001 precip. . | 0.74 | 0.84 | 0.08 [ 0.68 | 0.34 ; 0.74 | 1.70 | 6.13 | 0.84 | 0.00 0.28 | 0.00 | 11.37

["Average (1936-99). | 1.00 | 0.94 | 0.86 | 0.33 | 0.35 | 0.53 | 2.77 | 284 | 1.65 | 128 071 [ 118 | 1452

2001: % of normal 74 89 9§ 206 97 | 140 61| 181 51 0 3| 0 78

2001: cumulative . : v )
(in.) deviation from | -0.3 | -04 | -1.1 } -0.8 08| -06}|-17]06]-02]-15}-19/|-31

nom since Jan ‘01

2001: cumulative , )
(in.) deviation from 48119 | 27| 23|23} 2132 091|-17 ] -30| -34 | 46
norm since Jan ‘00 : )

Willow Flycatcher population surveys. —In 2001, the number of Willow Flycatchers in the
Cliff-Gila Valley remained about the same as in 2000 (Fig. 1). A total of 132 territories were
detected, of which 126 were found on the U Bar Ranch. The number of birds on the U Bar
actually increased slightly (4%) compared to last year, while the number elsewhere in the valley
dropped by another 40% (Appendix). The birds remained relatively common in the core areas of
prime habitat, but showed some subtle changes in distribution within the Valley. The number of
birds in the large SE1 patch declined considerably, from over 50 pairs in 1998-99 to only 20

- pairs in 2001. Part of this apparent change may have been a lower detection rate due to both
fewer observers in the field, and attenuation on the part of the flycatchers to the tape used for
surveying. On several surveys we failed to detect all the pairs whose nests we were then
monitoring, which indicates that the survey protocol regularly underestimates the number of .
birds. Perhaps the most notable change was in the Bennett Restoration project, which this year
supported at least six breeding pairs. Also, a single pair recolonized NW2, which has not had
flycatchers since at least 1995. :
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Figure 1. Population estimates of Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley, 1994-2001 .




Flycatcher nests. — Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley bred prolifically in 2001. W
located 132 nests, and found evidence (fledglings) of another 4 that were never located. Of
these, 107 (81%) were placed in box elder, a proportion similar to the 84% in 2000. Willows
were the next most frequent nest tree (11 = 8%). A few nests were found in several other tree
species (Table 2). Of note were two nests (consecutive attempts by a single pair) in a single
large net-leaf hackberry (Celtis reticulatus). We believe this report constitutes the first known
use of this species by Southwestern Willow Flycatchers (Sedgwick 2000, USFWS 2001).
Willow Flycatchers appeared to nest especially high in 2001. Nest heights ranged from 2.0 to
22.9 m in height, with 2 mean height of 8.5 + 4.0 m and a median of 8.4 m (Table 3). As usual,
 the highest nests were in box elder. ' : -

Table 2. Nest substrates, nest heights, and comparative nest success by substrate (based on nests ’

of known outcome) for Willow Flycatcher nests in the Cliff-Gila Valley, 2001.

Nest Substrate N Mean nest ht. m) Range nest ht. (m) % successful (N)

Box elder o 107 9.5+3.5 2.0-229 ' 74% (81)
Goodding’s willow 10 32+14 2.0-6.0 ' 0% ()
Fremont cottonwood 6 53425 3.0-10.0 - 33% (3)
Seepwillow 2 31 - 22-40 50% (2)
Net-leaf hackberry 2 4.2 39-45 50% (2)
Saltcedar 2 3.1 - 29-33 : 50% (2)
Russian olive 1 8.0 - - 1100% (1)
" Arizona alder 1 120 - 100% (1)
‘Coyote willow 1 2.0 - - O
TOTAL 132 8.5+4.0 2.0-229 o 67% (99)

Willow Flycatcher nest success. — Asin 2000, flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley enjoyed very
high rates of nesting success in 2001, despite (or perhaps because of) relatively low population
numbers. Again this past year, 67% of nests fledged one or more young. As in 2000, many pairs

raised a second brood afier successfully fledging their first; an estimated 19 were second broods
after successful first broods. In addition to the 132 nests that were found, we found fledglings

" being fed in four territories where no nest was found. A minimum of 80 fledglings was produced
from flycatcher nests on the U Bar, although the actual number was probably two or more times
that amount. As in previous years, the likelihood of a nest being successful appeared to vary
among nest tree species, although small sample sizes for most species preclude statistical

analysis. Almost three quarters of nests in box elder fledged young, compared to no success in
Goodding’s willow (Tab1¢ 2). '

Causes of nest failure. — Of the 34 nests known to have failed, ten failed due to unknown causes
(although these were probably depredated). Six failed due to weather (blown out of tree during a
storm). The remainder failed due to predators (n = 8), abandonment (n = 6), or cowbird
parasitism (n = 4). This year we witnessed one nest with older fledglings (ca. d. 9-10) being



‘depredated by an American Kestrel (Falco sparverius), the first recorded instance of this small
raptor as a predator on fiycatchers. '

Cowbird parasitism. — Brown-headed Cowbirds (Molothrus ater) appeared to be particularly

" abundant in the Cliff-Gila Valley in 2001 compared to prior years. We witnessed at least 5
Lucy’s Warblers (Vermivora luciae) feeding cowbird fledglings; this cavity-nesting species tends
-~ to be parasitized only very rarely (Stoleson et al. 2000). Among other species we monitored
opportunistically, 35% of Blue Grosbeak (Guiraca caerulea) nests and 45% of Yellow-breasted
Chat (Icteria virens) nests were parasitized. Among the 85 Willow Flycatcher nests for which

~ we could positively ascertain parasitism status, 14 (16.5%) were parasitized; 4 of these still
fledged flycatcher young successfully. Most of the nests of unknown parasitism status were high
nests that were successful, and so probably were not parasitized.

Willow Flycatcher diet on the Gila. - Flying Hymenoptera (bees and wasps) constituted 42%
of the identifiable insect remains in the fecal samples from the Gila Valley (Table 3). Another
42% consisted of Hemiptera (true bugs), Coleoptera (beetles), and Diptera (true flies). The
remainder of the fecal samples included ants (Hymenoptera), Homoptera (plant/leathoppers),
Thysanoptera (thrips), Odonata (damselflies, dragonflies), Neuroptera (lacewings, snakeflies),
and miscellaneous material such as sand grains and willow flower parts (Table 1). Fifty-three
percent of the Hymenoptera in our samples were a small bee (subfamily Apoidea, 1-2 mm in
size). The remainder consisted of parasitic wasps such as cuckoo wasps (family Chrysididae),
chalcid wasps (superfamily Chalcidoidea) and a medium sized sphecoid wasp, superfamily
Sphecoidea. ' -

The Hemiptera parts in the samples resembled those of seed bugs (family Lygaeidae) and leaf
bugs (family Miridae). Coleoptera fragments found were less than 3 mm. Diptera identified
were primarily of the suborder Nematocera that includes midges and gnats. A dance fly (family
Empididae) was identified. Only two aquatic invertebrates were found, a damselfly and a
lacewing (Table 1). The frequency of diet items (proportion of samples in which a taxon was
identified) followed a pattern similar to the abundance of taxa among all samples. Hymenoptera
was the most widespread order, being found in over half of all samples. The other most frequent
taxa were true bugs (Hemiptera), beetles (Coleoptera), and true flies (Diptera) (Table 3)..

Arthropod Community Structure on the Gila. — Sticky trap samples at all three Gila sites
were overwhelmingly dominated by thrips (Thysanoptera). Other predominant orders were
Diptera, Hymenoptera, Coleoptera, Homoptera, and Araneae (Table-4).

The proportion of arthropod orders among Cliff-Gila sample sites was very similar: each pair of
sites had >88% overlap (Table 4). The proportion of arthropod orders at the site with the high
WIFL density (SE1) was most similar to that at the dry no-WIFL site (NW2), with an overlap
index of 90%. The SE1 site showed slightly lower overlap with the intermediate site (NWT1), but
overall there was no statistically significant difference among sites in the proportion of
arthropods among orders (* = 9.7,df =12, P=0.64).



Table 3. Numbers and percent frequency

Willow Flycatchers from the Gila National Forest, New Mexico based on fecal samples
collected during May to July, 1999 (n =23 samples). Taxa are listed in descending order based

on numbers of individuals identified 1
percentage of prey. Frequency in samples (

_ which that taxon was identified.

n the samples. Category Other was excluded from
%) is the number and percentage of samples in

of prey taxa in the diet of mist-netted Southwestern

Order

Common prey/ items_Number of prey (%) Frequency in samples (%)
Hymenoptera bees, wasps 25 (42) 12 (52)
Other sand grains, willow 16 3(13)
‘ flowers and pollen : S

Hemiptera true bugs 10 (17) 8 (35)

~ Coleoptera beetles 9 (15) 7 (30) -
Diptera true flies 6(10) 5(22)
Hymenoptera/ant ant (wingless) 3(5) 3(13)
Homoptera/cicadellid plant/leafhoppers 3(5) 2(9)
Thysanoptera thrips 1(2) 1(4)

. Odonata damselflies, 1(2) 14)

_ dragonflies

Neuroptera lacewings, snakeflies 1-(2) i1(4)

None _digested material 1

Table 4. Numbers (and percentages) of arthropods ¢
Cliff-Gila Valley, N.M. The three sites supported hig
no Southwestern Willow Flycatchers. Taxa are

ollected in sticky traps at three sites in the
h density (SE1), low density (NW1), and
listed in the same order as in Table 3.

Site

Order Prey Type SE1 NWI NwW2 -
Hymenoptera ~ bees, wasps, ants 1,084 (4.8) 1,485 (9.1) 1,516 (8.1)
Hemiptera true bugs 228 (1.0) 138 (0.8) 69 (0.4)
Coleoptera beetles 830 (3.6) . 1,332 (8.2) 1,026 (5.5)
Diptera true flies . 3,208 (14.1) 3,369 (20.7) 2,927 (15.7)
Homoptera/cicadellid plant/leafhoppers 1,013 (4.4) 941 (5.8) 619 (3.3)
Thysanoptera thrips ' 15,990 703 8,423 (51.8) 12,011 (64.4)
Odonata damselflies, 0 (0 . 0 (0) 0 (0

| dragonflies o |
Neuroptera lacewings, 0 (0 7 (<0.1) 2 (<0.1)
snakeflies ‘
Aranaea spiders 223 (1.0) 308 (1.9) 226 (1.2)
Other all other 182 (0.8) 276 (1.7) 261 14
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The numbers of arthropods sampled by sticky traps did vary significantly among the three Gila
sites and over time (ANOVA with site and week as classifying factors: Fyg, 21761, P < 0.01). Post
hoc tests (Bonferroni) indicated arthropod numbers were significantly greater in SE1 than in
NW2, and significantly greater in NW2 than in NW1 (see Table 4). These results were similar -
whether thrips were included in analyses or not. Numbers of Hymenoptera, the most common
prey taxon, were inversely correlated with flycatcher density: SE1 had the fewest and NW?2 had
the highest numbers. Because there were no significant differences in the proportions of prey
taxa among the Cliff-Gila sample sites, we compared our diet samples to a composite arthropod
community from all 3 sites. - '

Comparison of flycatcher diet with the Gila arthropod community. -- The proportions of
arthropod orders represented in the diet samples differed significantly from the proportions
determined from our sticky traps (¢ = 113.2, df = 7, P < 0.001). The degree of overlap between
diet and sticky traps was only 45% based on Horn’s index, and only Z1% based on Pianka’s
index. : ’ ’

Thrips made up an overwhelming proportion of the arthropods in our sticky traps, yet appeared
to be taken only rarely by the flycatchers (Tables 3 & 4). It may be inappropriate to consider
thrips as available prey since the birds rarely took them, and to do so is likely to skew
comparisons of diet and available arthropods. We therefore compared the proportion of
arthropod orders in flycatcher diets and sticky traps excluding thrips from both samples. Again,
the diet differed significantly from the traps (32 = 51.0, df = 6, P <0.001). The degree of overlap
was 67% by Horn’s index, and 60% by Pianka’s. Both Hymenoptera and Hemiptera were over-
represented in the diet samples compared to the sticky traps (Figure 2). Homoptera and Diptera
were disproportionately scarce in the diet samples. Coleopterans were taken in proportion to
their abundance. - C e ‘

100%
90%
80%

- 70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

M Aranaea
‘{Bother

B Coleoptera
DOHomoptera
DHymenoptera ||-
BHemiptera-
®Diptera

Figure 2. Proportions of major arthropod orders in Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher diet (2) and the arthropod community as sampled by sticky traps (1).
These graphs exclude thrips (Thysanoptera); differences are exaggerated when
thrips are included. ' ’
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Willow Flycatcher diet among breeding sites. — The composition of Willow Flycatcher diets
was only moderately similar among breeding sites: levels of overlap ranged from 71% to 83%
based on Horn’s index, and 52% to 84% based on Pianka’s index (Table 5, Figure 3). The Gila
differed significantly from the other three sites (all 3* < 29.0, df = 6, P < 0.001). Diet on the Gila
was most similar to that on the Tonto, and most different from the Kern Preserve (Figure 3). The
two sites on Roosevelt Lake (Tonto and Salt) were the most similar to each other (Table 5).

100%

' B Other

Odonata

B Homoptera

ODiptera

OcColeoptera

| M Hemiptera
Hymenoptera

80% s
60%
40%

20% +

0%

Figure‘3. Proportions' of major arthropod orders in the diet of Southwestern -
Willow Flycatchers at (1) the Kern River, CA, (2) Salt River, AZ, (3) Tonto
Creek inﬂow to Roosevelt Lake, AZ, and (4) Cliff-Gila Valley, NM.

Compared to other sites, Gila birds preyed to a much greater extent on bees and wasps. Remains
of these Hymenoptera groups were found in 52% of Gila samples, versus 36% of Kern samples.
Data on frequency of prey items in samples are not available for the Arizona sites, but flying
Hymenoptera were the most abundant taxa among all prey items recorded from the Salt, and the
second most abundant on the Tonto (Drost et al. 2001). Beetles (Coleoptera) alsomadeupa
proportionally larger share of the diet on the Gila than elsewhere. In contrast, the proportion of
leafthoppers and other Homopterans in the flycatcher dist was lowest among the Gila birds. Stll,
the distribution of arthropod orders in the diet of Willow Flycatchers on the Gila was more
similar to that in diets in Arizona than it was to the general arthropod community from which it
was taken on the Gila. '

Table 5. Estimates of diet overlap among four
Willow Flycatcher sites based on Homn’s index
(upper right), and Pianka’s index (lower left).

KERN  SALT  TONTO  GILA

KERN - 0.82 0.77 0.71
SALT 0.82 - 0.83 0.78
TONTO 0.62 0.84 - 0.81
GILA 0.52 0.76 0.79 -
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The Kern samples contained a variety of arthropod taxa not found in the Gila samples, despite
_our larger sample sizes. We found no recognizable termites (Isoptera), spiders (Araneae), moths
and butterflies (Lepidoptera), isopods (Isopoda), or mites (Acari) in the Gila diet samples,

although Lepidoptera, mites, and spiders were found in sticky trap samples.

DISCUSSION

Flycatcher numbers. — Despite a very high rate of nest success in 2000, the Cliff-Gila

~ population of Willow Flycatchers did not grow appreciably in 2001. Possible reasons for this
include: (1) low post-fledging survival either on migration or on the wintering grounds; and (2)

high rates of dispersal.of young birds to other sites. We have no data to explore these
possibilities. However, post-natal dispersal is the norm in songbirds, and improvements in
riparian habitats in numerous nearby drainages suggest that the amount of suitable habitat into
which young birds could disperse is increasing rapidly. Apparently the small population
downstream near Redrock, NM, has-grown considerably in recent years. This growth may be due
to emigration from the Cliff-Gila Valley, which is likely to function as a source population. The -
increase in the number of flycatchers nesting in the Bennett Restoration Project is notable,

- especially in light of the resistance from the USFWS and some locals to plans to carry out

similar projects on the U Bar. Six breeding pairs in the Bennett give that project area alone a

larger flycatcher population than over 75% of known Willow Flycatcher sites (USFWS 2001).

As in 2000, the flycatchers enjoyed high rates of nest success, and many pairs double-brooded.
‘High success was achieved despite the relatively high abundance of cowbirds and high rates of
parasitism in other species. These patterns reflect those recorded in 2000. We hypothesized that
the lower populations of flycatchers in 2000 compared to previous years meant that birds were
especially concentrated in the highest-quality sites — those dominated by box elder (Stoleson and
Finch 2001). Again this year, the proportion of nests in box elder was exceptionally high, even
though all of the Bennett birds were in young stands of cottonwood/willow. :

" Willow Flycatcher diet in the Cliff-Gila Valley. — We found that in the Cliff-Gila Valley, NM,
flying Hymenoptera (non-ants) were the most abundant and widespread taxon throughout our
samples, making up almost half of the identifiable prey items. True bugs (Hemiptera), beetles
(Coleoptera), and true flies (Diptera) also ranked high in total numbers and in frequency of
occurrence in flycatcher diet. Aquatic arthropods were not well represented in our fecal samples:
only 2% Odonata (damselflies, dragonflies) compared to the 7% found in mixed riparian of
samples of Arizona and Colorado (Drost et al. 1998). Cliff-Gila samples also lacked
lepidopteran larvae, Trichoptera, Ephemeroptera, and non-insects such as spiders (Araneae) and
pill bugs (Isopoda).

Comparison of Willow Flycatcher diet among breeding sites. — The diet of Willow
Flycatchers varied among the four breeding sites. Several taxa predominated in the diet at all

sites (Hymenoptera, Hemiptera, Diptera, Coleoptera). The Hymenoptera constituted a much

larger proportion of the diet in Gila birds than elsewhere. Although such a result might occur if
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the Gila was less diverse than the other sites, this seems unlikely. The riparian vegetation on the
Gila is relatively speciose compared to the other sites (Sogge and Marshall 2000), and thus likely
to support a more diverse assemblage of prey taxa. In particular, the Roosevelt Lake sites are
dominated by exotic salt cedar, which may support lower arthropod diversity and density (DeLay
et al. 1999). One notable exception is the leathoppers (Homoptera:Cicadellidae), which are
relatively abundant and diverse in saltcedar, and were significantly more prominent in the diet at
Roosevelt Lake (Drost et al. 1998, 2001). Overall the Gila diet resembled that on the Kern in the
relatively higher use of Dipterans and Coleopterans, but was more like the Salt River in low use
of Odonates. Gila birds apparently did not prey on Isopterans (termites) or Araneaens (spiders);
this may reflect the fact that flycatchers on the Gila tend to be high up in the subcanopy as
opposed to in the understory as in other sites. ’

Are Southwestern Willow Flycatchers generalist foragers? — Every arthropod sampling
method has inherent biases as to which types of prey it samples well (Cooper and Whitmore
1990, Poulin and Lefebvre 1997). Sticky traps primarily sample flying insects, and tend to
sample only poorly such non-volant groups as lepidopteran larvae and mites (Cooper and
Whitmore 1990). However, as Willow Flycatchers are primarily aerial foragers (Sedgwick
2000), we feel it is reasonable to assume that the arthropods sampled by sticky traps were
representative of those taxa most available to flycatchers foraging within the study site.

We found significant differences between the relative abundance of arthropods within the Cliff-
" Gila Valley sampling sites and their relative abundance in the fecal samples, whether we
included thrips in analyses or not. The Hymenoptera made up over 47% of the prey items, but
_constituted less than 10% of the arthropods caught on sticky traps (19% without thrips).
Similarly, Hemipterans made up 17% of the diet, but constituted less than 1% of the available
prey (2% without thrips). - In contrast, 14-20% of sticky trap. arthropods were Dipterans (45%
excluding thrips), yet accounted for only 10% of the diet. '

Thus, it appears that Willow Flycatchers on the Gila do not take arthropod prey in proportion to
their availability. This suggests that the flycatcher should not be considered a generalist
insectivore. Rather, it appears that flycatchers may be preying selectively on Hymenoptera and
Hemiptera at this site. For example, the high use of Hymenoptera we found is not simply .
because bees and wasps are particularly abundant and visible — no butterflies or moths were
represented in fecal samples, although they are a much more conspicuous component of the
diurnal aerial arthropod fauna (pers. obs.). It is noteworthy that aquatic arthropods made up only
a very small fraction of the flycatcher diet, suggesting that the flycatcher’s strict association with
water is not food-based. o '

The suggestion that flycatchers are not generalists is supported by the observation that the diet on
the Gila was more similar to that recorded at other sites in the Southwest, including the very

- different Roosevelt Lake sites that are dominated by non-native saltcedar, than to the general
arthropod community on the Gila. It seems likely that saltcedar habitats support a very different,
and probably less diverse, arthropod community than does the mixed native riparian habitat on
the Gila, as has been reported from saltcedar habitats on the Rio Grande in New Mexico (DeLay
et al. 1999). Similarities in diet among sites are unlikely to be due to similarities in arthropod
communities, but more likely due to similar prey selectivity among flycatchers at those sites.
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It should be noted that our assessment of availability may better reflect what arthropods are

- present at the site rather than what is actually available to foraging flycatchers (Wolda 1990). It
is unclear whether those taxa under-represented in the diet (¢.8., thrips) might be less available to
- flycatchers than suggested by trap data because of behavioral or life history traits. For example,
nocturnally active insects would be well sampled by sticky traps but may be only rarely found by
diurnal flycatchers. Alternatively, certain prey types may be unpalatable and therefore taken
only infrequently. Further research needs to be conducted on potential factors such as these that
might skew our comparisons. :

' Does prey availability determine Willow Flycatcher density? — We found no significant
gifferences in the proportions of arthropod orders among the three Gila sampling sites (Table 4).
Further, although the absolute numbers of arthropods collected varied among sites, that pattern
of variation did not correspond to flycatcher numbers. The site with the fewest arthropods
(NW1) supported moderate numbers of fiycatchers, while the site with intermediate levels of -
arthropods (NW2) had none. Also, the abundance of Hymenoptera, the most frequent prey taxon
in the Cliff-Gila Valley, was inversely related to flycatcher density — the site with high numbers
of flycatchers (SE1) had the lowest counts of Hymenoptera. These results argue that food
-availability per se is not responsible for the observed variation in flycatcher numbers among sites
in the Cliff-Gila Valley.

Conservation and management implications. — Southwestemn Willow Flycatchers take a wide
variety of arthropod prey. Although dominated by flying insects, they also take terrestrial forms
(wingless ants in this study; termites, mites, and spiders in the Arizona and Kem studies).
Although flycatchers are strongly associated with water, invertebrates with aquatic stages make
up only a minor component of their diet. ' :

Despite the apparent diversity of prey items taken by the Cliff-Gila population, our results
suggest the birds may not be true generalists, but rather seem 0 be selective in their prey choice.
Their high use of relatively mobile bees and wasps suggests they may be vulnerable to
accumulation of pesticides from prey that range into agricultural areas adjacent to riparian zones
(Paxton et al. 1997). : '

Prior descriptive studies of flycatcher diet suggested flycatchers might not be limited by food,
based on the diversity of prey items identified (Drost et al. 1999, 2001). We found no evidence. -
that flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley were limited by food in 1999. However, we believe that
_ if flycatchers are indeed specializing on certain prey taxa, they could be vulnerable to stochastic
or deterministic declines in the abundance of those taxa, especially in less healthy riparian
ecosystems. We strongly encourage additional research on flycatcher diet to assess both prey
use and availability. This research should be conducted at multiple sites, including both native
and exotic dominated areas. : :

Future Project Goals

In 2002, we hope to expand our characterization of Willow Flycatcher habitat at large spatial
scales (landscape, watershed) in collaboration with Katherine Brodhead, now of Montana State
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University, to enable a greater understanding of the distribution of flycatchers in the region.
And, as in previous years, we will conduct official flycatcher surveys in collaboration with
Dennis Parker, and find and monitor flycatcher nests.
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APPENDIX. Population estimates of
Mexico, based on protocol surveys. Nu

Willow Flycatchers by patch in the Cliff-Gila Valley, New
mbers are: pairs (+ probable single territorial males).

PATCH Survey 1 (5/22 - 5/24) Survey 2 (6/12 - 6/16) | Survey 3 (778 - 7/11)

NWI 2 (+4) 3 (+4) 4 (+1)

NwW2 0 1 11

NwW3 0 (+2) 3 |

Nw4 10 (+1) 11

Bennett project 6 ‘ 15
| NWS5 1 (+1) 0

. { NW Stringer ] 2

NEI 1 (1) 1

NE2 0] 0

I NE3 1 0
NE4 3(+2) 3
NES 6 (+1) 5
SW1 4 13
SW2 4 (+4) 7
SW3 4 (+1) 4
Sw4 4 ' 3.

SWS 0 10

SW Crescent 0 : 0

SW Stringer 16 (+1 10

SE1 6 (+11) 16 (+4) 12 (+1)
SE2 10 (+4) 11 (+1) 8

SE3 12 3(+1) ]

-1 SE4 73 6 15
SUBTOTALUBar - |53 (+48) = -101 terr. 104 (+22) = 126 terr. | 86 (+2) = 88 terr.
Fort West Ditch 0 | 2 (+1) 3(+1)

Gila Bird Area 1 2 (+1) 3 (+1)

TOTAL

108 (+24) = 132 terT.

92 (+4) = 96 terr.

54 (+48) = 102 terr.
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APPENDIX. Population estimates
Mexico, based on protocol surveys.

of Willow Flycatchers by pat
Numbers are: pairs (+ probab

ch in the Cliff-Gila Valley, New
le single territorial males).

PATCH | Survey 1 (5/25 R 5/26) +-Survey 2 (6/14 - 6/19) | Survey 3 (7/5 = 7/7)

NWI1 1 (+5) 141D 4
NW?2 0 1o - 0
NW3 0 1 3

| Nw4 12 (+5) 15 (+4) 16 (+1)
Bennett project 0 0 0
NW5 0(+1) - 0(+1) 1
NW Stringer 0 (+4) 3(+3) 3 (+2)
NEI1 0 0(+]) 0
NE2 0 o I
NE3 1(+2) 4 (+2) |
NE4 3 (+5) 8 (+2) 5(+1)
NES5 3 (+4) 3 3 (+1)
SW1 1(+1) 2 (+1) 3
SW2 2 (+1) 5 5D

| SW3 1(+2) 3 5
SW4 0 (+1) 1 (+2) 2
SW5 , 0 10 0
SW Crescent 0 1 (+1) 0
SW Stringer 2(+1) 1 (+2) 3(+2)
SE1 7(+11) 19 (+2) 35
SE2 3 (+1) 14 8 (+1)
SE3 5(+1) 7 (1) 6
SE4 6 (+1) 6 (+1) 5
SUBTOTAL U Bar ‘47 (+46) = 93 terr. 97 (+24) = 121 terr. 109 (+9) = 118 terr.
Fort West Ditch 0 (+5) 41 3
Gila Bird Area K 4 (=1) b2

| : ‘ =

TOTAL l 47 (+51) = 98 terr. 105 (+26) =131 terr. 115 (+9) = 124 tert. o
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The year 2000 was an odd one for Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley. The population
dropped substantially in size, yet reproductive output was at an all-time high. Surveys indicated
the population declined over 40%, to 131 territories in the Valley. Similar levels of declines
were noted elsewhere in the Southwest, suggesting a range-wide decline. Such a decline may
have been due, at least in part, to a continuation of the severe drought begun in 1999. The total
amount of precipitation that fell at Cliff, NM, between September of 1999 and May of 2000 was
2.88 inches, or only 34% of the norm for that period. The drought impacted the river levels,
‘ditch flows, soil moisture, and vegetation. The drought was not confined to the Southwestern
United States, but extended south through most of the flycatchers’ winter range as well.

Despite the decline in population, flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley had a tremendous year for
reproduction. They achieved their highest rates of nesting success in 2000 in the four years of

- monitoring — overall, 67% of nests fledged one or more young. Cowbird parasitism reached its” ~ "~

lowest level as well (11.5%). In addition, clutch sizes, in those nests where it could be
determined, were larger than normal, with most first clutches having four eggs. Many pairs had
second broods. We suggest that because of the low population numbers, most flycatchers were
able to occupy the highest quality territories, which contributed to the high overall breeding
success. Perhaps related to this explanation is the fact that a higher than normal percentage of
nests was placed in box elder, the preferred nesting substrate in this population.

In 2000, we began in-depth analyses of patch and landscape-level effects (including land use) on
flycatcher occurrence, nesting success, and cowbird parasitism. Results emphasized the
importance of box elder to this population. The proportion of trees within a patch that were box
elder had significant positive effects on the occurrence and density of flycatchers within patches.
Further, the higher the proportion of box elder in a patch, the lower the average parasitism rate
with the patch. ‘Patch size, which has been demonstrated to have very profound effects on
eastern forest birds, was positively correlated with patch occupancy — the larger the patch, the
more likely that flycatchers bred in the patch - but also positively correlated with brood ,
parasitism. Average rates of nest success within 2 patch were related to the maturity and density
of its riparian woodlands. Although grazing has been labeled as a major causal factor for the
decline and endangerment of the southwestern Willow Flycatcher, we found no significant
negative impact of grazing on flycatcher nest success or brood parasitism in this system. In fact,
patches that were grazed had a higher likelihood of patch occupancy and higher densities of

" flycatchers than ungrazed patches. .
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INTRODUCTION

" In the past decade, avian ecologists increasingly have focused on ecosystem processes and

patterns at spatial scales larger than the nest site or territory, such as the patch or landscape scale
(Freemark et al. 1995). In particular, declines in Neotropical bird species have been linked to
changes in landscape characteristics (Robinson et al. 1995, Askins 1995). Almost all of this
work has been conducted in the eastern half of North America, where a majority of the avifauna
is adapted to forest interior conditions. There, forest fragmentation has caused these forest '
interior bird species to increasingly overlap with predators and brood parasites typical of open
areas and edges, often with disastrous consequences (Paton 1994, Danielson et al. 1997). Thisis
the so-called edge effect. Moreover, these effects decrease with distance from edge, such that
larger patches provide better habitat than smaller ones. ‘

In contrast, in the western parts of North America, contiguous closed-canopy forestis
uncommon, being found primarily in high-elevation montane areas. Much of the region supports

non-forésted habitats suchas grasslands, shrublands, and desert. Within these non-forested _ .. ... .

habitats, riparian systems OCCUr as narrow, linear corridors of close-canopied woodland, which
support a rich and distinct avian community (Knopf et al. 1988). In the Southwest, riparian _
ecosystems have been severely degraded and fragmented by as much as 90% (Knopf et al. 1988).
However, these riparian systems are highly dynamic in nature, resulting in a natural pattern of
fragmentation (Szaro 1989). It remains unknown if the negative impacts of forest fragmentation

and edge effects so well documented in the East are equally prevalent in these lower-elevation -
western habitats. One study in Montana suggests not (Tewksbury et al. 1998). )

The Southwestern race of the Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a critically.
endangered Neotropical migrant bird that breeds exclusively in densely vegetated riparian areas
in the region. Approximately 600 pairs were known to exist in 1999, with more than a third of
those in the upper Gila River Valley in New Mexico (Marshall 2000). It is currently considered
the top priority species for US Fish and Wildlife Service Region 2. Within its range, many
apparently suitable habitat patches (based on vegetation composition and structure) remain
unoccupied. Among occupied patches, rates of nesting success and cowbird parasitism vary
greatly. While several studies have now examined nesting success, parasitism, and microhabitat
preferences within a single site (e.g., Sogge et al. 1997a, Stoleson and Finch 1999%a, Paradzick et
al. 2000), none has addressed landscape-level effects on habitat occupation and nesting success.
Such landscape-level effects on the flycatcher have been identified as a top research priority
(Stoleson et al. 2000). ' o '

The Cliff-Gila Valley population. — By far the largest known breeding concentration of
Southwestern Willow Flycatchers is located in the Cliff-Gila Valley. Grant County, New

 Mexico. This population was estimated at 243 pairs in 1999 (P. Boucher, personal

communication), and had increased every year since surveys began in 1994. These birds are
located primarily on private property owned by the Pacific Western Land Company, a subsidiary
of Phelps Dodge Corporation, and managed by the U Bar Ranch. Additional pairs occur on the
adjacent Gila National Forest and other private holdings. Habitat preferences of flycatchers in
this population differ, at least superficially, from those reported elsewhere (Hull and Parker
1995, Skaggs 1996, Stoleson and Finch 1999b), and from populations of other subspecies.

(V2]



OBJECTIVES
Our goéls for this stﬁdy“in 2000 were:

1. survey for flycatchers following standardized protocols to estimate population sizes in the
Cliff-Gila Valley. : o '
9. locate and monitor nests of Willow Flycatchers to assess levels of nesting success,
cowbird parasitism and predation. ' - ‘
'3 characterize and quantify vegetation at nests sites, territories, and unused sites within
occupied habitat patches. ' '
4. band adult and nestling Willow Flycatchers to allow individual identification.

This report presents the results of the fourth year of the study. =

METHODS

Study area. — The Cliff-Gila Valley of Grant County, NM, comprises a broad floodplain of the
~ Gila River, beginning near its confluence with Mogollon Creek and extending south-southwest

~ toward the Burro Mountains. The study was primarily-conducted from just below the US Route
180 bridge upstream to the north end of the U-Bar Ranch (approximately 5 km). In addition,
flycatchers were studied in two disjunct sections of the valley: (1) the Fort West Ditch site of the
Gila National Forest and adjacent holdings of The Nature Conservancy’s Gila Riparian Preserve,
- located about 9 km upstream of the Route 180 bridge, and (2) the Gila Bird Area, ariparian
restoration project comprising lands of the Gila National Forest and Pacific-Western Land
Company, located some 8 km downstream of the Route 180 bridge. Most of the Cliff-Gila
Valley consists of irrigated and non-irrigated pastures used for livestock production and hay
farming. Elevations range from 1350 to 1420 m. :

The Gila River and nearby earthen irrigation ditches are lined with riparian woodland patches of '
various ages and composition. Most patches support a mature woodland (>25 m canopy) of
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), with a subcanopy of mixed deciduous trees including
box elder (Acer negundo), Goodding's willow (Salix gooddingii), velvet ash (Fraxinus
velutinus). Arizona walnut (Juglans major), Arizona sycamore (Platanus wrightii), Arizona alder
. (Alnus oblongifolia) and Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia). The understory is composed-of
shrubs including three-leaf sumac (Rhus trilobaza). false indigo (Amorpha fruticosa), New
Mexico olive (Forestieria neomexicana), forbs. and grasses. Fewer patches support a shrubby,
early successional growth of seepwillow (Baccharis glutinosa), coyote and bluestem willows
(Salix exigua and S. irrorata), and saplings of the species mentioned above. Most habitat
patches are less than 5 ha in area. The FS Fort West Ditch site and the Gila Bird Area are.
“"generally more open than patches on the U-Bar. In addition to the primary patches of riparian.
woodland along the Gila itself, numerous stringers of riparian vegetation extend along many of
the earthen irrigation ditches. These stringers contain the same plant species as larger forest
patches, but rarely exceed 10 m in width.



Surveys. — All riparian habitats within each site were surveyed systematically for Willow
Flycatchers using standardized survey techniques developed by the USFWS (Sogge et al. 1997a).
Three surveys were conducted at each site during the periods of 15-30 May, 1-21 June, 22 June-
15 July. Survey procedures entailed two observers walking through or adjacent to riparian
habitat on clear, calm days between dawn and noon. Recordings of Willow Flycatcher
vocalizations were played periodically to elicit responses from territorial birds. We recorded
data on numbers of flycatchers, evidence of breeding by flycatchers, and presence of brown-
headed cowbirds. All personnel of the Rocky Mountain Research Station held valid state and
federal permits required for surveying and monitoring Southwestern Willow Flycatchers, and
attended a mandatory survey protocol training session before initiating fieldwork.

Nest monitoring. — We searched for nests of Willow Flycatchers and other species on a daily
basis. Nests were monitored every 3-7 days, following a modified (less-intrusive) version of
protocols proposed by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (Rourke et al. 1999). Nest
contents were observed using pole-mounted mirrors or videocameras, or 15X spotting scopes.
Nests that were abandoned or destroyed were examined for evidence (e.g., cowbird 2ggs,
mammal hairs) to ascertain causes of nest failure. We considered a nest successful if: (1) parent
birds were observed feeding one or more fledged young; (2) parent birds behaved as if dependent
young were nearby when the nest was empty (defensive or agitated behavior near nest); or (3)
nestlings were in the nest within one or two days of the estimated fledge date. We considered a
nest failed if: (1) nest contents disappeared before fledging of young was possible, assuming 10-
12 d required for fledging (depredation), (2) the nest contained no Willow Flycatcher young but

“contained cowbird eggs or chicks (parasitized), (3) the nest was deserted after eggs had been laid
(desertion), or (4) the nest was abandoned prior to egg laying (abandonment).

Vegetation and landscape measurements. — We identified and included in our analyses 39
discrete woodland patches in the Cliff-Gila Valley. We limited our focus to those patches that
might be considered potential flycatcher habitat according to published descriptions (Stoleson
and Finch 19992, b; Sogge and Marshall 2000). Patches included were (1) well within the
floodplain and so mesic enough to qualify as habitat, (2) wide enough (>10'm average width),
and (3) of sufficient age and stature to provide adequate structure. We did not include any of the
numerous very small (< 0.3 ha) patches or young regeneration of coyote willow and seepwillow,
as flycatchers in this area do not appear to use them regardless of landscape features (Stoleson
and Finch, unpublished data). o :

Within each patch. vegetation was sampled systernatically starting from a randomly chosen
point. using a modified BBIRD methodology (Martin et al. 1997). Sampling points were
established spaced 50 to 100 m apart and at least 10 m from habitat edges. The number of
sample points per patch varied with patch size and shape. ‘Vegetation characteristics measured at
each point included stem counts for trees (within 8 m of point) and shrubs (within 4 m of point)
by size class and species; basal area by species; average canopy height, and canopy cover.
Canopy cover was measured using hemispherical densiometers; sample point values were the
average measurements at the sample point and at 4 and 8 m in reach of the cardinal directions
from the sample point. Canopy heights were measured using hand-held clinometers. For each
vegetation variable, we calculated patch averages and standard deviations (as a measure of

homogeneity within patches).



Locations and dimensions of riparian patches were calculated using a combination of GPS
(Global Positioning System) measurements and photointerpretation of digitized aerial photos
provided by the Gila National Forest. This area turned out to be one of the very few remaining
in the country without registered digital orthoquads yet available; therefore, we were obliged to
acquire basic spatial data in the field. For each riparian patch, we determined patch

area (ha), average and minimum patch width (m), patch length (m; parallel to river course),
proximity to water (m), proximity to river (m), proximity to nearest patch (m), proximity to
nearest occupied patch (m), proximity to nearest roads (m), width of floodplain (m,
perpendicular to river course), and proximity to néarest upland. From these values, we

" calculated ratios of length to width, and perimeter to area, as measures of proportion of edge
(Freemark et al. 1995). Because of the controversy and lack of objective information on the
impacts of grazing on Willow Flycatchers, we attempted to assess such impacts, if any, at the
landscape and patch level in the Gila Valley. We determined the grazing status of each patch,
which was entered into analyses as a categorical variable (grazed vs. ungrazed). Numerical - -
variables-used in subsequent analyses are listed in Table 1. o A

Analyses

We used nesting data from 1997-2000 to calculate patch-wise averages of flycatcher nesting
success and rates of cowbird parasitism. Flycatcher population levels fluctuated among years,
but proportions of the total found within each patch remained approximately constant each year. '
For analyses, we therefore used density estimates based on 1999 data only, as data from 2000
had not yet been collated. All means are reported + standard deviations. oo

Correlates of patch occupancy. — To assess landscape correlates of patch occupancy, we first
compared occupied and unoccupied patches for each numerical variable using univariate t-tests.

‘We included all numerical and categorical landscape variables that differed significantly (at p <
0.10) between occupied and unoccupied patches in a step-wise logistic regression using patch
occupancy (occupied vs. unoccupied) as the dependent variable (Trexler and Travis 1993). We
used a value of p < 0.05 to enter and 0.10 to-remove individual variables from the model. We
chose the most parsimonious among models with equal numbers of parameters using Akaike's
Information Criterion (AIC), and we used Likelihood-ratio Chi-square to test for significant -
effects between nested logistic regression models (Anderson et al. 2000). '



Table 1. Numerical landscape and habitat variables used in analyses

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION
Patch size/shape
AREA Total area of patch, in hectares
LENGTH Length of patch along axis parallel to river, in meters
AVEWIDTH Average width of patch along axis perpendxcular to river, in meters
LENGTH/WIDTH ‘Ratio of patch length to width -
PERIMETER/AREA  Ratio of patch perimeter to area

Patch vegetation characteristics

CANCVRave Average % canopy cover in patch "

CANCVRsd  ° _ Standard deviation of 9% canopy COVET among sample pomts in patch -
CANHTave Average canopy height in patch, in meters -1
CANHTsd Standard deviation of canopy heights among sample points in patch
SHRUBave Average number of stems of shrubs and saplings per sample point
SHRUBsd Standard deviation of shrub counts among sample points in}patch
TREESave Avérage number of stems of trees (>10 cm dia.) per sample point .
TREESsd Standard deviation of tree counts among sample points in patch
Stems10-30 Average count of trees in 10 - 30 cm dia. size class per sample point
Stems30-50 Average count of trees in 30 — 50 cm dia. size class per sample point
Stems50-70 Average count of wwees in 50 — 70 cm dia. size class per sample point
Stems70+ Average count of trees in 70+ cm dia. size class per sampie poiﬁt |
%BOX Percentage of woody stems in patch that are boxelder (4cer negundo)
%SALIX Percentage of woody stems in patch that are willow '(Salix spp-)
BASALAREAave Average estimated basal area per saxhple point, in square meters
BASALAREAsd- Standard deviation of est. basal area among sample points in patch

Patch position in landscape S o

DistH20 Minimum distance to nearest water of any type. in meters

DistRIVER Minimum distance to surface water of Gila River, in meters
DistNEAREST Minimum distance to next nearest patch, in meters
DistOCCUP - Minimum distance to nearest patch occupied by flycatchers, in meters
FLOODPLAIN Distance across floodplain perpendicular to flow of river, as

measured at midpoint of patch, in meters

UPLAND Minimum distance to closest upland/floodplain mterface in meters |
DistROAD Minimum distance to nearest road, in meters o




Correlates of flycatcher density, nest success, and brood parasitism. — We determined the
correlation of each numerical landscape variable to the target variable using bivariate linear
regressions. All numerical landscape variables that differed significantly (at p < 0.10) were
included in a step-wise multiple regression, using p < 0.05 to enter and 0.10 to remove. We also

" compared the means of target variables between grazed and ungrazed patches using t-tests to
assess any impacts of grazing as practiced at this site. We tested whether nest success and brood
parasitism were density dependent by regressing the target variable against population density

within a patch.



RESULTS

Climate in 2000. — The drought that impacted the Cliff-Gila Valley in 1999 continued through
the entire 2000 field season. The annual rainfall total for 1999 as measured in Cliff, NM, was
10.75 inches — only 74% of normal. However, the drought worsened after the 1999 field season.
The total amount of precipitation that fell from the time the flycatchers left for their wintering
‘grounds (1 Sept., 1999) until they returned to set up territories (1 June, 2000) was 2.88 inches, or
only 34% of the norm for that period (ave. = 8.46 in). Thus, the Cliff-Gila Valley was extremely
~dry when the flycatchers returned to set up territories in late May. Water in the irrigation ditches
was low, intermittent, or nonexistent. In the upper parts of the Valley (Fort West Ditch area),
many of the cottonwoods and willows dropped their leaves, and some trees died.

" “Table2. Précipitation at Cliff, New Mexico, for 1999, 2000, and annual averages for 1936-1999.

Data from the Western Regional Climate Center (2000).

July

Sep.

Jan. | Feb. | Mar. | Apr. | May | Jun. Aug. Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | TOTAL
1999 precip. 0.11 0{0354{039)] 008 093] 509/ 1.88 | 1.85 ) 0] 0.07 10.75
2000 precip. ] 0.06 | 0.07 0.8 | 0.03 0| 219 1.63 | Na N/A N/A N/A NA N/A
Average (1936-99). | 1.00 | 094 | 086 | 0.33] 0.35| 053 | 2.77 ] 284 ]| 165 1.28}! 0.71 | 1.16 14.52
2000: % of normal 6.0 7.4 |-93.0 9.1 0.0| 413} 58.8 ’
2000: cumulative
(in.) deviation from
norm since Jan '99 46| -55:. 581 62| 45} -57

-5.5

This extended drought was not confined to southwestern New Mexico, or even the southwestern
United States. During the period 1999 — summer 2000, precipitation was well below normal

throughout the Pacific slope of Mexico and Central America, at least as far south as Costa Rica.
For example, precipitation at the northern end of the flycatchers’ wintering grounds in Guerrero,
Mexico, was 44% below normal for the period Jan. — Aug. of 2000 (SNM 2000; Fig. 1). For the
same period, precipitation at Liberia, Costa Rica, in the center of the wintering grounds, was

35% below normal levels (INM 2000). Thus, it appears that the entire subspecies was subject to
extensive drought on both the breeding and wintering grounds in 1999-2000.
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Figure 1. Proportion of normal precipitation from Jan. to Aug. 2000 at Willow Flycatcher breeding grounds
 (CIiff) and two sites on the wintering grounds, showing the wide area affected by drought. Shaded area
indicates flycatcher wintering areas (from Howell & Webb 1997). CIliff climate data from WRCC 2000." -

Willow Flycatcher population surveys. — The population of Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-
Gila Valley declined substantially in 2000, from an estimated 243 pairs in 1999 to 139 pairs (Fig.
2). This represents a drop of 43%. On the U Bar Ranch itself, the numbers declined from 209 to
121 pairs, a decrease of 42% (Appendix). The birds appeared to have left the more peripheral
and marginal areas of the valley, but remained relatively common in the core areas of prime
habitat. ‘ ’

Oddly, in 2000, we noted the first instance of flycatchers occupying a patch we refer to here as
SW Crescent — a small crescent-shaped patch of young regeneration just northwest of the Rt. 180
bridge. This patch has been surveyed every year since 1997, but has not been included in reports
because no flycatchers had ever been detected. This colonization suggests that birds probably
shifted around within the valley in 2000. Flycatcher numbers declined greatly in some patches
dependent on irrigation ditches for water. For example, on the SW Stringer, we found 3-pairs
plus two apparently single males in 2000, compared to 14 pairs in 1999. In contrast, other more
‘low-lying patches (such as SE4) had their highest numbers ever in 2000 (6 pairs vs. 3-5 in
_previous years). Declines upstream on the Fort West Ditch and TNC properties were even more
marked than on the U Bar Ranch.
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Figure 2. Population estimates of Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley, 1994-2000.

Flycatcher nests. — We located 85 Willow Flycatcher nests in 2000. Of these, 71 (84%) were
placed in box elder — a somewhat higher percentage than the 70% to 75% found in box elder in
all previous years. A much lower percentage was found in willows (n = 3, or 3.5%) compared to
previous years (average of 11.9%, n = 48). Relatively few were found in other tree species -
(Table 3). This concentration in box elder, the favorite nesting substrate, again suggests the
flycatchers retreated to preferred areas in this very dry year. -

‘As in previous years, Willow Flycatchers nested high in the Cliff-Gila Valley. Nest heights
ranged from 1.8 10 24.1 m in height, with a mean height of 7.8 £ 3.5 m (Table 3). Trees and
shrubs in which flycatchers built nests averaged 13.7 £ 4.9 m, and ranged from 2.7 to 30.1 m
high. As with height, nest trees varied greatly in diameter, from 1.2 cm in alder to a huge 142.5
cm cottonwood (mean = 24.5 + 19.8 cm). The nest located in that large cottonwood represents a
new record for nest height for the species (24.1 m = 78.3 ft).

Table 3. Nest substrates. nest heights, and comparative nest success by substrate (based on nests -
of known outcome) for Willow Flvcatcher nests in the Cliff-Gila Vallev. 2000.

Nest Substrate . N Mean nest ht. (m) Rangenestht.(m) % successful (N)
Box elder 71 8.2+3.1 1.8-16.0 T 69% (52)
Fremont cottonwood 5 9.8+ 7.7 40-24.1 - - 100% (3)
Goodding's willow 3 40+1.0 33-55 0% (3)
Russian olive 2 49 38-6.0 50% (2)°
Arizona alder 2 27 23-3.0 0% (2)
2

Saltcedar 5.0 : 2.8-3.1 100% (2)
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Willow Flycatcher nest success. — Despite the decline in population, flycatchers in the Cliff-
Gila Valley enjoyed very high rates of nesting success in 2000. Overall, 67% of nests fledged
one of more young— this is one of the hi ghest rates of nest success recorded for this species;
other sites with >60% nest success have had extensive cowbird trapping and other forms of
intensive management (e.g., San Luis Rey, CA). Simple nest success gives only a partial picture
of the breeding effort, though. Many pairs raised a second brood after successfully fledging their
first. Clutch sizes appeared to be larger than in prior years, with most first nests containing four
eggs (vs. a mean of 3.2 in prior years). One pair also had 2 second clutch of four eggs, and
 successfully raised a total of eight young from their two nests (in saltcedar). In addition to the 85
nests that were found, we found fledglings being fed in four territories where no nest was found.
A minimum of 65 fledglings was produced from flycatcher nests on the U Bar, although the
actual number was probably two or more times that amount.

As in previous years, the likelihood of a nest being successful appeared to vary among nest tree
~ §pecies, although small sammple sizes for most species preclude statistical analysis. Nests inbox~ -
‘elder were slightly more likely to be successful than average (Table 3). All nests in cottonwood
and saltcedar fledged young, while no nest in willow or alder fledged any young in 2000.

Causes of nest failure. — Of the 21 nests known to have failed, eight failed due to unknown
‘causes (although these were probably depredated). One failed due to weather (blown out of tree
during a storm). The remainder failed due to predators (n = 4), abandonment (n = 4), or cowbird
parasitism (n = 4). One nest in alder was parasitized by cowbirds, but was lost to a predator
before the cowbird egg had hatched. '

Cowbird parasitism. — Of 52 nests for which parasitism status was known. we found six
flycatcher nests that had been parasitized by Brown-headed Cowbirds (11.5%). In at least one of
‘those, the cowbird egg failed to hatch and flycatcher young were successfully produced. Unlike
previous years, we found no cowbird fledgling being fed for which no nest was ever found. This
is by far the lowest level of parasitism we have recorded in four years of study, and may be

related to the suggestion that flycatchers nested primarily in optimal areas this year.

Landscape-Level Anélyses

~ Patch descriptions. - We included 39 woodland patches in landscape analyses, which ranged
from 0.38 to 11.8 ha in size. Most of the patches were located on the U Bar Ranch; many of
these patches had cattle excluded by fences. Overall, 18 of 39 patches were grazed, primarily in
fall and winter only. Of the 39 study patches, 27 supported breeding Willow Flycatchers in -
1999. Flycatcher densities varied greatly among occupied patches, and ranged from 0.25 to 10.3
pairs/ha. Average nest success within patches (from nests monitored 1997- 2000) also varied
greatly, from 0% to 100% successful (mean = 0.51 £ 0.24,n = 392 nests of known outcome).
Brood parasitism within occupied patches varied from 0% to 100%, with amean of 19.9
29.9% (n = 222 nests of known parasitism status). Patches with very high or very low rates for
either parameter had very small sample sizes (< 5) of flycatcher nests.
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Landscape Correlates of Flycatcher Occupancy

Land use. — We found no evidence that grazing within a patch discouraged flycatchers from

occupying that patch. In fact, flycatc

0.011).

Univariate regressioh‘s. -
‘occupied and those that were unoccupied by Willow Fl

hers were found in a
grazed patches than the ungrazed patc

significantly greater portion of the
hes (87.5 vs. 52.4%, respectively; $ = 5.5, df=1,p=

W_é compared each lahdscape variable between patches that were
ycatchers. Six variables differed

significantly (p < 0.05) between occupied and unoccupied patches (Table 4). Patches with
flycatchers averaged larger in area, greater in length, had lower variation in the numbers of

shrubs, a higher percentage of box elder, we

Table 4. Comparisons of landsca
_occupied (n = 12) by Willow Flycatchers.

pe variables between patches occupied (n = 27) and not
Significant p values (< 0.05) are indicated in bold. .

re closer to water, and closer to the next nearest

y Mean + SD _
Variable occupied unoccupied t df D
AREA (ha) 4.30+2.77 2.07 £1.36 -3.38 36.5  0.002
LENGTH (m) 507.71 +300.17 346.52 + 134.49 -2.32  36.97 0.026
AVEWIDTH (m) 75.08 + 43.34 70.39+35.90 -0.33 37 0.75
LENGTH/WIDTH '8.16 +6.27 5.62+2.43 - -1.82 36.64 0.077
PERIMETER/AREA 355.41 +224.32 501.91 +220.91 1.77 35  0.085
CANCVRave (%) 83.59 + 8.99 77.13 +19.20 -0.97 9.25 = 0.36
CANCVRsd 8.56 + 3.89 14.32+12.43 1.37 8.57 0.21
{ CANHTave (m) 1498 +4.71 15.22 +7.58 0.12 36 0.91
CANHTsd _ 6.13 +3.06 5.05 + 2.66 -0.94 32 0.35 |
‘SHRUBave (count) 28.30 +12.93 29.53 +17.60 0.24 36 0.81
SHRUBsd 14.57 + 5.92 20.34 + 5.47 2.56 32 0.016
TREESave (count) 10.02 +4.72 12,22 +7.85 1.01 33 0.32
TREESsd 5.22+2.85 5.83+3.78 0.50 32 - - 0.62
Stems10-30 (count) 8.25 +4.80 10.19+ 7.69 0.89 33 0.41
Stems30-50 (count) 0.97 +0.55 121+1.14 0.60 9.3l 0.56
Stems50-70 (count) 0.30+0.30 0.39+0.60 044 941 0.67
Stems70~+ (count) 0.49 = 0.58 0.43 +0.69 -0.27. 33 0.79
%BOX ' 41.47 - 28.67 8.87-17.06 441 33.57 >0.001
%SALIX 24,75~ 21.83 40.31=25.19 . 1.96 37 0.058
BASALAREAave (mz) 418.37 +169.41 494,04 + 275.98 0.77 10.17 0.46
BASALAREAsd 224.13 + 119.13 237.76 +97.91 0.31 32 0.76
DistH20 (m) 3.74 + 8.57 26.11+33.58 228 11.64  0.043
DistRIVER (m) 64.24 +103.12 41.62 +42.82 -0.97 36.94 0.34
“I'DistNEAREST (m) 174.57 + 223.50 332.09+221.62 204 37 "0.049
DistOCCUP (m) 323.76 + 660.96 792.73+1121.34 1.64 37  0.110
FLOODPLAIN (m) 4256.43 + 1764.87 3003.07 +1873.63 -2.01 37 0.052
UPLAND (m) 1160.12 + 797.67 896.28 + 805.90 -0.95 37 0.348
DistROAD (m) 1212.50 + 740.26 1149.81 + 876.80 -0.23 37 0819}
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patch, than were patches without flycatchers. An additional four variables showed trends
towards differences between the two patch types (0.05<p < 0.10). Occupied patches tended to
have a greater length-to-width ratio and a lower perimeter-to-area ratio, a lower percentage of
woody stems that were willow, and a broader floodplain than unoccupied patches. -

Logistic regression model. — We used six of the variables found to have significant or near-
significant differences above in a logistic regression analysis. Since all of the variables
describing patch size or shape were highly correlated with each other (all » > 0.5, p < 0.05), we

used only AREA, with the greatest p-value, in our analysis to avoid probiems associated with
collinearity of variables.

The best logistic regression model, as determined by AIC, identified three variables as
significant predictors of patch occupancy by Willow Flycatchers. These variables were percent
of stems that were box elder (%BOX), the distance to the nearest patch (DistNEAREST), and the
standard deviation of shrub counts (SHRUBsd). This model successfully classified 96.0% of
occupied patches, 77.8% of unoccupied patches, arid 91.2% of patches overall. The beta
coefficients indicate that patches were increasingly more likely to be occupied with (1)
increasing proportion of box elder, (2) decreasing distance to nearest patch, and (3) decreasing-

variation in the number of shrubs among points within the patch (Table 5).

~ Table S. Landscdpe variables found to be significant ( p < 0.10) predictors of patch occupancy
- by Southwestern Willow Flycatchers, based on a stepwise logistic regression. .

Variable B coefficient S.E. Wald ¥ df p
%BOX 0.211 0.123 2.951 1 0.086
DistNEAREST -0.016 0.010 2.635 1 0.105
“I'SHRUBSsd - T 0496 = 0.259 3.674 1 0.055
CONSTANT =~ 9.190 '4.558 " 4.066 1 0.044

Landscape Correlaies of F chqtcvher'Density

Land use. — Grazing appeared to have a significant effect on flycatcher densities. Grazed
patches supported significantly higher densities (2.51 + 2.70 pairs/ ha) than did ungrazed patches
(0.98 + 1.94 pairs/ha: r = 2.05, df = 37, p = 0.047). '

Bivariate correlations. — We found only one landscape variable, petcent of box elder, was
significantly correlated with flycatcher density. The density of flycatchers increased with
increasing percentage of box elder within patches. A second variable, width of floodplain,
showed a nearly significant positive correlation with density, suggesting that the broader the
~ floodplain, the higher the density of flycatchers.

Mutiple regression analysis. — The stepwise multiple regression analysis also revealed only box
elder to be a significant predictor of flycatcher density; density increased with increasing

-

perccnt‘age of box elder (r =0.14, F120=4.85,p= 0.036). As indicated by the r* value, this
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variable explained less than 15% of the variation  Table 6. Bivariate correlations of landscape

in density among patches. There seemed to be variables on average patch-wise density of
no significant interaction effects in this data set. Willow Flycatchers. ' _
VARIABLE Pearson r P
Landscape Correlates of Flycatcher Nest AREA (ha) 0'023 0.89
Success _ - LENGTH (m) 0.057 0.73
» : AVEWIDTH (m) 0.074 0.66
Population density. — Average rates of nest. LENGTH/WIDTH 0.023 0.89
success within patches were not correlated with PERIMETER/AREA 0.010 0.95
the density of flycatchers within those patches - CANCVRave (%) 0.069 0.69
(* = 0.002, p = 0.84). Thus, nest success does CANCVRsd _ 0.093 0.60
not appear to be density-dependent in this - | CANHTave (m) 0.054 0.75
population_ . . CANHTSd » 0.098 0.58
. SHRUBave (count) -~ 0.11 0.52
Land use. — We found no detectable-impact of - SHRUBsd 0.089 ...0.62
grazing on flycatcher nest success. Occupied TREESave (count) 0.16 0.37
patches that were grazed (n=15) had a similar TREESsd .- 0.092 0.61
overall rate of nest success (0.56) as patches that Stems10-30 (count) 0.14 041
were excluded from grazing (0.45;n=12;1=- Stems30-50 (count) 0.042 = 0.8l
1.1, df =25, p = 0.28). : Stems50-70 (count) 0.086 0.62
Stems70+ (count) 0.025 0.89
Bivariate correlations. — Six variables were %BOX ' 044 - - 0.006
significantly correlated with average patch-wise | %SALIX 0.19 0.24
nest success. Average rates of nest success BASALAREAave (m)  0.16 0.35
increased with decreasing variation in canopy BASALAREAsd 0.13 0.48
cover, and with increasing average canopy DistH20 (m) 0.15 0.37 .
cover, average canopy height, numbers of DistRIVER (m) 0.068 -0.68
woody stems in the 30-50 cm DBH and 70+ cm DistNEAREST (m) 0.25 0.12
DBH size classes, and with increasing distance DistOCCUP (m) 0.23 0.17
. from nearest occupied patch (Table 7). Two FLOODPLAIN (m) 028 0.080
additional variables showed not-quite-significant | UPLAND (m) T 0.30 0.067
trends: nest success increased with decreasing | DistROAD (m) 0.071 0.67

variation in tree counts, and with increasing
_percent of stems that were box elder.

Multiple regression analysis. — Five variables were found to be significant predictors of
flycatcher nest success (Table 8). Oddly, only one variable identified as a significant predictor
by the multiple regression analysis (CANCVRsd) showed a significant correlation with nest
success in the univariate regression analyses. Nest success increased with increasing average
basal area, and with decreasing width of floodplain, patch area, total number of stems in the 10-
30 cm DBH size class, and variation in canopy COVer. According to the multiple regression
equation, these six variables explained 84% of ‘the variation in nest success among patches (7=
0.84, Fs.10= 19.98, p < 0.001).
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Landscape Correlates of Brood Parasitism on
Willow Flycatchers

Population density. — Average rates of brood
parasitism within occupied patches were not
correlated with the density of flycatchers within
those patches (7 = 0.002, p = 0.82). Thus,
brood parasitism does not appear to be density-
dependent in this population.

Land use. — Brood parasitism within a patch
was not significantly affected by grazing status
of the patch. Average patch-wise parasitism
rates did not differ between grazed (20.7
29.3%) and ungrazed patches (18.8 +31.9%; 1=
- 0.16, df=—""25;'p'5"0.,88). oo '

Bivariate correlations. — Two landscape
variables related to patch dimensions were
significantly and positively correlated with
brood parasitism rates: patch area and average
width (Table 9). The positive correlation
coefficients indicate that with increasing patch
size and width, brood parasitism rates increased.
This result is opposite what would be expected if
these riparian woodland patches showed an edge

_effect. An additional three variables showed
not-quite-significant trends as well. Parasitism
rates increased with the number of small stems
(10-30cm DBH), but decreased with increasing
stems in the 30-50 cm DBH size class and with
the percentage of box elder. .

Multiple regression analysis. — The
average patch-wise rate of cowbird
parasitism was best predicted bv a
single variable in a stepwise multiple
regression analysis. The average

Table 7. Bivariate correlations of landscape
variables with average patch-wise nest
success in Willow Flycatchers

018 |

VARIABLE Pearson r P
AREA (ha) 0.26 0.19
.LENGTH (m) 0.18 0.36
AVEWIDTH (m) - 0.17 0.4}
LENGTH/WIDTH 0.10 0.61
PERIMETER/AREA 0.043 0.83
CANCVRave (%) 0.50 0.010
CANCVRsd -0.56 0.004
CANHTave (m) 0.56 0.003
CANHTsd 0.33 0.10
SHRUBave (count) 0.27 0.19
SHRUBsd 0.28 .
TREESave (count) 0.059 0.78
TREESsd -0.35 0.085
Stems10-30 (count) - -0.070 0.73
Stems30-50 (count) 0.46 0.019
Stems50-70 (count) 0.31 0.12
Stems70+ (count) 0.45 0.023
%BOX 037 0.057
%SALIX : -0.001 0.99
BASALAREAave (m*) 0.28 - 017
BASALAREAsd -0.031 0.89
DistH20 (m) 0.12 0.55
DistRIVER (m) -0.22 0.27
DistNEAREST (m) 0.027 0.89
DistOCCUP (m) 0.39 0.042
FLOODPLAIN (m) -0.062 0.76
UPLAND (m) -0.062 0.76
DistROAD (m) 0.084 0.68

Table 8. Variables included in a linear stepwise:
multiple regression of landscape vanables on Willow
Flycatcher nest success. ' '

parasitism rate decreased with Variable Coefficient (81 ¢ p
increasing percentage of box elder (7 CANCOVRsd 0.56 546 <0.001
=0.21, Fiz = 6.04,p = 0.022). This FIOODPLAIN _ -0.50 2.92 <0.001
model explained only about 20% of AREA 027 583 ~0011
the variation in parasitism rates TOT10-30 _0"1 5 _7'02 <0' 001
among patches. ESTBAave 1.08 6.44 <0.001 |
CONSTANT ___ 093 8.68 <0.001
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Table 9. Bivariate correlations of landscape
variables with average patch-wise rates of
brood parasitism in Willow Flycatchers

VARIABLE Pearsonr P
AREA (ha) 043 0.027
LENGTH (m) 0.14 049
AVEWIDTH (m) 0.41 0.032
LENGTH/WIDTH -0.010 0.62
PERIMETER/AREA 0.021 092
CANCVRave (%) -0.26 0.21
CANCVRsd -0.11 0.61
CANHTave (m) - -030 0.14
CANHTsd . -0.24 0.24
SHRUBave (count) 0.14 0.50

{SHRUBsd . - -0.16 0.46
TREESave (count) 0.30 0.14
TREESsd 0.046 0.83
Stems10-30 (count) -0.38 0.053
Stems30-50 (count) -0.36 0.069
Stems50-70 (count) -0.31 0.12
Stems70+ (count) -0.16 0.44
%BOX -0.38 0.054
%SALIX -0.13 0.54 .
BASALAREAave (m°) 0.13  0.52
BASALAREAsd -0.015 0.94

DistH20 (m) 0.12 0.54
‘DistRIVER (m) ' 0.11 0.60
DistNEAREST (m) - 0.014 0954
DistOCCUP (m) -0.15 0.45
FLOODPLAIN (m) 0.11 0.59
UPLAND (m) 0.13 0.53

DistROAD (m) 0.037 0.85




DISCUSSION

The year 2000 was an odd one for Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley. The population
appeared to have dropped substantially in size, yet reproductive output was at an all-time high.
The decline in population was likely due to the continued severe drought, not just in
southwestern New Mexico, but extending south to the birds’ wintering grounds in western
Central America. It is noteworthy that population declines of approximately 40% were also
reported from both the Kern River Preserve and Camp Pendleton in California (M. Whitfield,
personal communication). This suggests a possible range-wide decline in numbers. It appears
that populations of the entire subspecies may have been reduced because of extensive and
“prolonged drought on both the breeding and wintering grounds. Alternatively, populations may
not have changed in size, but rather some birds might have never returned to their breeding
grounds in 2000 because of drought-induced food shortages. No data exist to support this idea
directly, although a study in Costa Rica during the winter and spring of 1999/2000 found most
birds still present on territory in early May of 2000 (Koronkiewicz and Sogge 2000), at the same
time that some birds had already arrived on the breeding grounds on the U-Bar (pers: observ).

In general, populations tend to expand into new areas when they are increasing, and often
contract spatially when declining (Caughley 1977). In the Cliff-Gila Valley in 2000, we
witnessed local contraction away from the peripheries of the population. Relatively fewer birds
than in previous years nested in edge areas with willow, younger habitats, or along narrow _
stringers of vegetation. Most birds were concentrated in dense box elder stands, as reflected by
the proportion of nests placed in that species.

" The higher nest success we observed in 2000 may be an artifact of this apparent contraction. The
birds nesting in these hi ghest-quality areas may experience high nest success every year. In prior
years, additional birds inhabiting marginal areas may have experienced poor nest success, thus
diminishing the overall average success rate. Nest success has shown a strong and significant
negative correlation with population size in the Cliff-Gila Valley from 1997 to 2000 (Fig. 3),
which would lend credence to this hypothesis. Alternatively, some other density dependent
factor may have influenced nest success, though what that factor may have been is unclear.

Factors affecting patch occupancy and flycatcher density. — Within the Cliff-Gila valley,
habitat patches exhibited a range in density of Willow Flycatchers, including numerous patches
with no birds at all. At a basic level, the birds occupied only the more mature, taller, and more

" structurally complex patches. We ignored the younger. simpler patches in our analyses. Among
those older, more complex patches. flycatchers showed distinct preferences for larger, longer
patches with a higher proportion of box elder, relatively lower variation in the density of shrubs.
and those closer to water and to the next nearest patch. Most of these variables are partially
correlated with each other. For example, box elder tends to be more frequent in patches closer to
water. In part because of these correlations, a logistic regression model identified only three
variables as significant predictors of patch occupancy: box elder, distance to the next nearest
patch, and variation in shrubs. The model successfully categorized a higher percentage of
occupied (96%) than unoccupied patches (78%). This may reflect the fact that occupied patches
varied less in the various measurements than did unoccupied patches. It may also mean that '
some unoccupied patches (those incorrectly categorized as occupied) are in fact suitable for
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flycatchers, but have not yet been colonized. Thus, the area may not be fully saturated with
flycatchers yet. :
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Figure 3. Flycatcher nest success has beeh strongly and negatively correlated with population size.

Previous studies of this population of flycatchers have shown that box elder is strongly preferred
for nesting (Stoleson and Finch 1999a, b). Therefore, it seems logical that patches with an
abundance of the preferred nesting tree would be more likely to have flycatchers than those
without. The second variable, distance to nearest patch, suggests that flycatchers are more likely
to colonize and occupy habitat patches that are near other habitat patches rather than isolated.
Perhaps the likelihood of flycatchers dispersing among patches decreases with distance between
patches, as has been shown with other birds (Greenwood and Harvey 1982). Finally, although
occupied and unoccupied patches did not differ significantly in the average number of shrubs per
sample point (Table 4). occupied paiches had considerably less variation within the patch. This
suggests that Willow Flycatchers tended to avoid the extremes of very dense undergrowth and
very open understory. Although often thought of as a shrub-inhabiting bird. the flycatcher’s
weak feet and short legs make it unsuitable for hopping through dense thickets. At the other
extreme, very open understories may provide inadequate cover from predators or substrates for

insect prey.
Not only was the proportion of box elder a significant predictor of patch occupancy, but also it

was the sole variable found to be significantly correlated with flycatcher density. This too can be
arributed to the strong preference birds in this population show for nesting in box elder.
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Factors affecting Willow Flycatcher nest success and brood parasitism. — Assessing
correlates of nest success based on a per-patch average is necessarily a coarse-level analysis for a
variety of reasons. Habitat within patches may vary, as may the ability for observers to locate
and monitor flycatcher nests. Most nest failures in this population result from predation
(Stoleson and Finch 1999a). Therefore, any factors we identify as significant correlates of nest
success may in fact be irrelevant to the flycatcher itself, but instead may represent correlates of
density of the particular suite of predators found at the site. However, even if that were the case,
our findings remain relevant for at least this site. '

We identified a variety of variables that were significantly associated with nest success in both
bivariate and multiple regression analyses, although the two analyses found different sets of -
correlates (Tables 7 & 8). Generally, nest success tended to be higher in more mature patches:
those with taller and more closed canopies, more trees in the larger size classes (and so higher
basal area), and fewer trees in the smallest size class. Bivanate regressions suggested that nest

~ success tended to increase with distance from the nearest occupied patch, though any biological
~explanation for such a relationship is unclear. As nearest occupied patch was not found tobea
significant predictor of patch-wise nest success in the logistic regression analysis, its inclusion in
the bivariate may be an artifact of this particular data set or completely'spurious. Equally
inexplicable was the inclusion in the logistic regression of both patch area and floodplain width,
both negatively correlated with nest success. Perhaps larger patches, or patches in wider
floodplains, were more likely to be used as hunting grounds for the major avian predators at the
site (Cooper’s Hawk Accipiter cooperii, and Common Raven Corvus corax). Further work is
needed to verify and understand these relationships. '

~ As with nest success, the patch-wise rates of brood parasitism were associated with different
variables in the bivariate and multiple regression analyses. The bivariate analyses suggested that
as patch width, and so area, increased, so did average parasitism rates. Why this might be so is
unclear, as it seems contrary to patterns reported from fragmented forests in the Midwest and
Eastern states (Robinson et al. 1995). One possible explanation is that like other flycatchers,
Willow Flycatchers demonstrate conspecific attraction — that is, birds tend to be clumped in
distribution across a landscape. Anecdotal information suggests that dispersing birds, especially
young birds, are most likely to settle close to other flycatchers whenever possible, rather than
cuing in to any particular aspect of the habitat itself (Muller et al. 1997). By doing so, larger -
clusters of flycatchers in larger patches are more likely to include many young, inexperienced
birds occupying less suitable or marginal microhabitats within the patch. These inexperienced
birds are most likely to be the ones parasitized ot depredated. Such a pattern was documented In
Hooded Warblers (Wilsonia citrina; Stutchbury 1997). '

Based on the logistic regression analysis, box elder was the only significant predictor of patch-
wise parasitism rates. With an increasing proportion of box elder, patch parasitism rates tend to
decline. This result may heip to explain why these flycatchers prefer box elder as a nesting tree.
In previous analyses at the scale of nest site, we found that nests in box elder were much less
likely to be parasitized than were nests in either willows or Russian olive, the next most frequent
nesting substrates in this population (Stoleson and Finch in review).
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Landscape-level processes in a linear riparian ecosystem. - Edge effects are best recognizeu
at the scale of individual nests, rather than whole patch. However, as narrower patches have a

 greater portion of their area close to edges than do wider patches, any correlate of patch width
could be considered an indication of an edge effect. Patch width was significantly correlated
only with brood parasitism, and that was a positive correlation: the wider the patch, the higher
the average parasitism rate. This contrasts with the predicted pattern if edge effects pertained to
this system. In previous analyses at the nest site scale, we found no significant differences in
distance to edge between successful and failed nests, or between parasitized and nonparasitized
nests, supporting our finding reported here of no evidence for edge effects (Stoleson and Finch
1999a). '

Evidence for patch size effects. — Although larger patches were more likely to be occupied by
flycatchers, we found no data to indicate that patch size affected Willow Flycatchers in the same
_way it affects forest interior species in the East. Our analyses suggest that average rates of nest
success actually decreased with increasing patch size, and brood parasitism rates increased with -
increasing patch size — both opposite to the usual conception of patch size effect. Willow
Flycatchers in the Southwest occur in habitat that is naturally patchy, so it was expected that we
found no negative impact of small patch size. However, the opposite effect, of apparent benefit’
from smaller patches, is unexpected. As mentioned above, this apparent inverse effect may
result from conspecific attraction. It should be noted that in eastern forests, benefits from
breeding in larger patches accrue only with patches >1000 m wide — much larger than any habitat
patches found on the Gila River (Robinson et al. 1995).

Management implications. — Although grazing has been identified as a major causal factor for
the decline and endangerment of the southwestern Willow Flycatcher (USFWS 1995), we found
no significant negative impact of grazing on flycatcher nest success or brood parasitism in this
system. In fact, grazing was associated with a higher likelihood of patch occupancy and higher '
densities of flycatchers. This association does not necessarily reflect a causal relationship,
however. ' » K

We feel the reason for this apparent paradox is the type of grazing management practiced at our
study site, compared to that practiced in other areas of the Southwest. Almost all of our grazed

- patches are part of the U Bar Ranch, which practices a very progressive management style based
on rapid rotations and adaptive management. They employ no fixed rotation schedules, and most
patches that are grazed support cantle only in fall and:or winter, and then for brief periods. How
our assessment of grazing impacts might apply to other grazing management practices 1s
unknown. The type of management practiced by the U Baris becoming increasingly common
throughout the West, however (Ehrhart and Hansen 1997, Leonard et al. 1997).

Importance of box elder. — It should be apparent that the one factor most significantly and
strongly associated with Willow Flycatcher occurrence and success in the Cliff-Gila Valley is the
prevalence of box elder. This tree species seems to define prime flycatcher habitat both at the
nest site and patch levels. Our study site is unusual among Southwestern Willow Flycatcher sites
in the use of box elder, primarily because most of this tree’s range lies well above the elevations
where the flycatcher is most frequently found. Furthermore, box elder is most common along
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steep-sided, high-gradient montane streams (Carter 1997), which are unsuitable for Willow
Flycatchers. Thus, our findings concerning box elder may be mostly irrelevant to most other
active Willow Flycatcher sites in the Southwest. However, these results may be very important
within this valley, and in other floodplain riparian areas at similar or higher elevations. In these
mid-elevation areas, flycatchers may benefit from management that actively promotes box elder.
Box elder is a secondary successional, shade-tolerant species that may become established only
slowly, if ever, in disturbance-prone sites. '

Future Project Goals

In 2001, we hope to expand our characterization of Willow Flycatcher habitat at larger spatial
scales to allow a more robust analysis. Specifically, we hope to measure more habitat patches in
the Cliff-Gila Valley, including more patches of younger growth. Most of the analyses presented
‘here pertain to patches rather than landscapes. Therefore, we will work to obtain more and better
measures of landscape-level features, such as stream gradients, canyon depths, and channel
widths. We will also continue to band birds and begin to analyze patterns of within-site
movement, site fidelity, and survival. And, as in previous years, we will conduct official
flycatcher surveys in collaboration with Paul Boucher of the Gila National Forest, and find and

monitor flycatcher nests.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Due to a strong La Nifia pattern, 1999 was a year of weather extremes in the Cliff-Gila Valley.
An extended and windy drought lasting from autumn of 1998 through June 1999 was finally
broken by exceptionally heavy monsoon rains beginning in late June. This adverse weather
appeared to have a negative impact on nest success of Willow Flycatchers. In 1999, we located
146 flycatcher nests. Of these, 92 were known to have failed. Many early nests were either
damaged by wind or abandoned prior to egg-laying. Excluding those known to have been
abandoned prior to laying, simple nest success was about 33%, well below the levels recorded in
1957-98. Anecdotal observations suggest that this low level of per-nest success may reflect a
high incidence of multiple nesting attempts per pair. Estimated rates of cowbird parasitism were
15.6 %, the lowest recorded in the three years of this study. Predation was the most frequent
cause of nest failure for nests where causes were known.

As in previous years, flycatchers nested most frequently and preferentially in box elder. They
tended to avoid willow except in mostly pure stands of either coyote or Goodding’s willow. We
recorded the first known nests placed in canyon grape and the exotic Siberian elm. Flycatchers
placed their nests high (mean = 7.5 m). The average relative height of nests within the nest plant
was 63.9%, almost the same as the relative height in native plants in Arizona and for the eastern
subspecies (E. t. traillii) in shrubby habitats in Wisconsin. This congruence suggests relative
nest height, rather than absolute height, may be of importance to Willew Flycatchers.

Although not experimental tests, we were able to assess the effects on flycatchers of grazing and
irrigation as practiced on the U Bar Ranch by comparing data from patches that were grazed
versus not grazed, and patches that were on or not on a ditch. Grazing had no apparent impact

~ (positive or negative) on flycatcher density, nest success, or cowbird parasitism. In contrast,
flycatchers appeared to benefit from irrigation: they occurred in significantly higher densities in
patches associated with irrigation ditches.
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INTRODUCTION

The Species. — The Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a
neotropical migrant passerine that ranges from southern California and Baja California eastward
through Arizona, southern Utah, southern Colorado, New Mexico, and trans-Pecos Texas (Unitt
1987). This species is an obligate riparian specialist, nesting in dense vegetation associated with
watercourses. In the southwest, nesting is almost always in the vicinity of surface water or
saturated soils (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995). .
Populations of the southwestern willow flycatcher are thought to have declined
" significantly during this century, primarily due to extensive loss and conversion of riparian
breeding habitats (Unitt 1987, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995). Loss and modification of
riparian habitats have been attributed to many factors, including water diversion and
impoundment, changes in fire and flood frequency due to hydrological alterations, livestock
overgrazing, replacement of native riparian vegetation by nonnative species, urban development,
and recreational activities (Rea 1983, Kreuper. 1993, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995).
Additionally, a high incidence of nest parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater)
has been reported from several sites, resulting in low reproductive success. Cowbirds lay their
eggs in the nests of other species (hosts), where cowbird chicks are raised by the host parents.
For small hosts, parasitized nests rarely fledge any host young (Brittingham & Temple 1983).
Nest parasitism levels of more than 50% have been documented for populations at the Kemn
River, California (Harris 1991) and the Grand Canyon (Brown 1994). Frequently flycatchers
respond to the laying of cowbird eggs in their nests by abandoning and renesting (Whitfield &
Strong 1995). - _ :
In 1993, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposed to list E. 1. extimus as an '
endangered species and to designate critical habitat. In February of 1995, the USFWS listed E. t.
extimus as endangered, although no designation of critical habitat was made (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1995). The subspecies has also been listed at the state level in New Mexico,
Arizona, and California (Arizona Game and Fish Department 1988, New Mexico Department of
Game and Fish 1988, California Department of Fish and Game 1992).

The Cliff-Gila Valley population. — Since its listing as an endangered species, numerous
surveys have been conducted across the range of the flycatcher to locate extant populations and
" to estimate their size. Flycatchers have been found breeding at about 109 sites throughout the

- southwestern United States (Finch 1999). Approximately 78% of extant sites consist of 5 or
fewer territories. The entire known breeding population in 1996 was estimated at just over 500
pairs (Finch 1999). By far the largest known breeding concentration of Southwestern Willow
Flycatchers is located in the Cliff-Gila Valley, Grant County, New Mexico. This population was
estimated at 184 pairs in 1997 (Parker 1997), and at 235 pairs in 1998 (P. Boucher, personal
communication; Stoleson and Finch, unpublished data). These birds are located primarily on
private property owned by the Pacific Western Land Company, a subsidiary of Phelps Dodge
Corporation, and managed by the U-Bar Ranch. An additional 33 pairs occur on the adjacent
Gila National Forest and other private holdings. Habitat preferences of flycatchers in this
population differ, at least superficially, from those reported elsewhere (Hull and Parker 1995,
Skaggs 1996, Stoleson and Finch 1997); and from populations of other subspecies.



Willow Flycatchers in the Clif-Gila Valley Page 4 of 18

OBJECTIVES
Our goals for this study in 1999 were:

1. locate and monitor nests of Willow Flycatchers to assess levels of nesting success,
cowbird parasitism and predation. _

2. characterize and quantify vegetation at nests sites, territories, and unused sites within
occupied habitat patches. '

3. band adult and nestling Willow Flycatchers to allow individual identification.

This repox_'t presents the results of the third year of the study.

Study area. — The Cliff-Gila Valley of Grant County, NM, comprises a broad floodplain of the
Gila River, beginning near its confluence with Mogollon Creek and extending south-southwest
toward the Burro Mountains. The study was primarily conducted from just below the US Route
180 bridge upstream to the north end of the U-Bar Ranch (approximately 5 km). In addition, .
flycatchers were studied in two disjunct sections of the valley: (1) the Fort West Ditch site of the
Gila National Forest and adjacent holdings of The Nature Conservancy’s Gila Riparian Preserve,
located about 9 km upstream of the Route 180 bridge, and (2) the Gila Bird Area, a riparian
restoration project comprising lands of the Gila National Forest and Pacific-Western Land
Company, located some 8 km downstream of the Route 180 bridge. Most of the upper Gila
Valley consists of irrigated and non-irrigated pastures used for livestock grazing and hay
farming. Elevations range from 1350 to 1420 m..

The Gila River and nearby earthen irrigation ditches are lined with riparian woodland
patches of various ages and composition. Most patches support a mature woodland (>25 m
canopy) of Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), with a subcanopy of mixed deciduous trees
including box elder (Acer negundo), Goodding's willow (Salix gooddingii), velvet ash (Fraxinus
velutinus), Arizona walnut (Juglans major), Arizona sycamore (Platanus wrightii), Arizona alder
(Alnus oblongifolia) and Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia). The understory is composed of
shrubs including three-leaf sumac (Rhus trilobata), false indigo (Amorpha fruticosa), New
Mexico olive (Forestieria neomexicana), forbs, and grasses. Fewer patches support a shrubby,
early successional growth of seepwillow (Baccharis glutinosa), coyote and bluestem willows
(Salix exigua and S. irrorata), and saplings of the species mentioned above. Most habitat
patches are less than 5 ha in area. The FS Fort West Ditch site and the Gila Bird Area are
generally more open than patches on the U-Bar. In addition to the primary patches of riparian
woodland along the Gila itself, numerous stringers of riparian vegetation extend along many of
the earthen irrigation ditches. These stringers contain the same plant speci€s as larger forest
patches, but rarely exceed 10 m in width. ' '

This study concentrated on three large riverine patches and two stringer patches on the U-
Bar Ranch (see Fig. 1: SE1, NW1, NE1, SW Stringer, and NW Stringer) and the FS Fort West
Ditch site. In addition, flycatchers were studied in other riparian patches as time allowed.
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Spot mapping. — Territories of all breeding land birds were determined using the spot mapping
method (Robbins 1970, Bibby et al. 1992, Ralph et al. 1993). In each focal patch, a grid of 100

ft squares was established and marked with flagging tape. We conducted spot-mapping censuses
within each grid every 2-3 days, beginning within 15 minutes of dawn (Bibby et al. 1992).
Following mapping, observations were transferred from the daily map to master maps for each
species. From the master maps we determined the number of breeding territories of all species
for each patch. We calculated estimates of the density of breeding birds (all species) for the
areas that were spot-mapped. Because the territories of large and/or wide-ranging birds (e.g.,
quail, raptors, crows, ravens, swallows, jays, and cuckoos) could potentially cover two or more
patches and/or surrounding nonforested land, a territory was assigned to a particular patch only if
the nest was located within the patch. Second, Mourning Doves (Zenaida macroura) breed in .
high densities in riparian habitats but forage mainly in open areas. Because including all doves
found in a patch in calculations is likely to bias estimates of density, we followed Anderson et al..
(1983) in using only 10% of the observed dove population. '

Nest monitoring. — Nest searches were conducted on a daily basis following spot-mapping
sessions. Within focal patches, searches were conducted for nests of all species. Only flycatcher
and cuckoo nests were searched for in additional patches. Nests were monitored every 3-7 days,
following a modified version of proposed protocols suggested by the Arizona Game and Fish
Department (Rourke et al. 1999). Nest contents were observed using pole-mounted mirrors or
" videocameras, or 15X spotting scopes. Nests that were abandoned or destroyed were examined
for evidence (e.g., cowbird eggs, mammal hairs) to ascertain causes of nest failure. We
considered a nest successful if: (1) parent birds were observed feeding one or more fledged
~ young; (2) parent birds behaved as if dependent young were nearby when the nest was empty
(defensive or agitated behavior near nest); or (3) nestlings were in the nest within one or two
days of the estimated fledge date. We considered a nest failed if: (1) nest contents disappeared
before fledging of young was possible, assuming 10-1 2 d required for fledging (depredation), (2)
the nest contained no Willow Flycatcher young but contained cowbird eggs or chicks
(parasitized), (3) the nest was deserted after eggs had been laid (desertion), or (4) the nest was
abandoned prior to egg laying (abandonment). ' ‘

Habitat Measurements. — We continued sampling vegetation at flycatcher nests and unused
points within the focal patches in 1999, using a modified BBIRD methodology (Martin et al. -
1997). Unused points were defined as points on the spot-mapping grid that were at least 100 ft
away from the nearest Willow Flycatcher nest; we based this definition on the fact that most
flycatcher territories appeared to have radii much smaller than 100 ft. At each unused point and
nest site, a 0.02 ha plot (radius = 8 m) was placed centered on the nest tree, or on the nearest tree
to the gridpoint for unused points. At the center of the plot and eight other points (4 and 8 m
from the center in each of the four cardinal directions), we measured canopy height using
clinometers, percent canopy cover using densiometers, and estimated percent ground cover.
Vertical foliage density was measured at 2,4, 6 and 8 m in each direction from the center tree by
counting hits of vegetation againsta 10 m vertical pole marked in 1 m increments.- Within the

. 0.02 ha plot, trees (> 10 cm dbh) of all species were counted and measured (dbh). Shrubs and
saplings (< 10 cm dbh) were counted and measured within a 4 m radius of the center tree. For
nest sites we also recorded nest plant species, nest height, and distance, direction from the trunk.
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For each sample point we calculated average ground and canopy cover and average
canopy height (all = mean of 9 measurements per point); foliage density index (sum of 1 m
increments touched by foliage) for understory (0-3 m in height, for a maximum score of 48 per
point) and mid-canopy (3-10m in height, for a maximum score of 112 per point); the sum of

shrub/sapling (<10 cm diameter) stems and tree (> 10 cm diameter) stems by species and size

class (<lcm, 1-5 cm, 5-7.5 cm, 7.5-10 cm, 10-30 cm, 30-50 cm, 50-70 cm, >70 cm). From these
values we also calculated the total number of stems of willow and box elder per point, an
estimate of the total basal area of woody species per point, woody plant species richness
(number of species of trees and shrubs per point), and plant species diversity (using the Shannon-

' 'Weiner Diversity Index). We calculated several variables to estimate the degree of habitat
heterogeneity at points: patchiness (the diversity of foliage density among the four cardinal
directions, using the Shannon-Weiner Diversity Index); and the coefficient of variation in
measures of canopy cover, canopy he1ght and ground cover at each point.

Analyses. — We compared habxtat values of unused points (n"89) to those at nest sites (n=127)
using independent sample t-tests when data were normally distributed, or Mann-Whitney U-

~ Tests when they were not. Although we performed multiple statistical comparisons from the
single set of data, we did not adjust our experiment-wise alpha level to minimize the risk of Type
I errors because the modest sample sizes used for unused points are already prone to Type II
errors, and we wanted to maximize our ability to detect trends. Those variables found to differ
significantly between unused and nest points were included in a logistic regression analysis. .
When high correlation between pairs of variables suggested problems of collinearity, we -
dropped the variable we considered to be less biologically relevant. We chose as a final
regression model that which explained the greatest deviance with the least number of
parameters; we used likelihood-ratio tests between niested models to assess the explanatory
power of individual variables (Menard 1995). '

To assess whether flycatchers used nest substrates randomly, we calculated an index of
availability for each nest tree species to compare usage with availability. Because flycatcher
nests were found in vegetation of all size classes 1 cm DBH and greater, we pooled all size
classes > 1 cm DBH as potential nest substrates. A total stem count for each species was
calculated from all nest sites. The relative availability of a particular plant species x was
calculated as: total number of stems for species x / total number of all stems.  The numbers of
used versus unused stems were compared using chi-square analyses.

RESULTS & DISCUSSION

CLIMATE IN 1999

Due to a strong La Nifia pattern, 1999 proved to be a year of weather extremes in the Cliff-Gila
Valley (Table 1). Severe drought began in late 1998 and persisted into June. Precipitation
remained less than 30% of normal during this time, and water levels were very low in the Gila
River. By late May, water flow in the Gila and Fort West irrigation ditches became irregular.
Strong winds typical of carly spring lasted wcll into June (pers. observation). Monsoon rains.
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began earlier than normal in mid-June, and became torrential in July. Sufficient rain fell in July
(182% of normal for the month) to make up for the water deficit of the previous 10 months. It
seems likely that the extréme wind and drought followed by heavy rains had a negative impact
on reproductive success of Willow Flycatchers in the area. . :

Table 1. Precipitation measured at CIiff, NM for J anuary-August 1999, compared to
averages for 1936-1999. Data are from the Western Regional Climate Center.

X Jan. | Feb. |Mar. | Apr. | May |Jun. {Jul. | Aug.
1999 precipitation (in.) 011 | 000 | 035 | 035 | 0.08 | 0.93 | 509°| 1.88
Average precipitation (1936-1999) | 1.01 | 096 0.86 | 033 | 036 | 050 | 2.79 | 2.84
Deviation from normal (in.) _ 090 |-096 |-0.51 | 006 |-0.28 | 0.43 | 2.30 |-0.96
~Cumulative deviation from normal | -0.90- 186 | 237 |-2.31 [-2.59 | -2.16 | 0.14- | -0.82
Expected cumulative total 101 | 197 | 2.83 | 3.16 | 3.52 | 4.02 | 6.81 | 9.65
% of normal (cumulative) ' 109 | 5.6 163 269 264 |463 |102.1 | 915

2 data set is missing one day.

WILLOW FLYCATCHERS

. Nests. — We found a total of 146 nests in 1999, including 120 on the U-Bar Ranch and an
additional 26 on nearby lands of the Gila National Forest, The Nature Conservancy, and other
private landowners (Fig. 2). As in previous years, flycatchers used box elder most frequently for
nesting (70.3% of nests). Willows (17.8%) and cottonwoods (6.2%) were also used frequently as
nest substrates. Flycatchers also placed nests in Arizona alder (3), seepwillow (2), Russian olive,
canyon grape, and Siberian elm (1 each). The last two plants have not been previously reported
as willow flycatcher nesting substrate in the Southwest. ' '

Substrate use versus availability. — As in previous years, flycatchers did not use substrates in
proportion to their availability within the habitat. Flycatchers showed a strong preference for
nesting in box elder (x? = 123.5,df =1, p < 0.001). Box elder comprised 32.1% of the woody
stems over 1 cm diameter, yet contained 70% of all nests found. Use of cottonwood, Arizona
alder, and Russian olive were in proportion to their overall abundance (all p >0.5). In contrast,
willows (both species pooled) and all other species combined were used less than expected by
chance (x> = 10.7 and 24.3, respectively, df = 1, p < 0.001 for both). The two willow species
used made up more than 35% of all stems but were used for less than 12% of nests (Fig. 3). We
found no flycatcher nests in the shrubby bluestemn willow. : '




. Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley - Page 9 of 18

125
il
N
7
2
5 754
[ 504
3
=
254 -

ACNE SAGO POFR SAEX ALOB BAGL ELAN ULPU VIAR
Tree Species

Figure 2. Nesting substrates by southwestern willow flycatchers in the Cliff-
Gila Valley, 1999. ACNE = box elder, SAGO = Goodding's willow, POFR =
Fremont cottonwood, SAEX = coyote willow, ALOB = Arizona alder, BAGL
= seepwillow, ELAN = Russian olive, ULPU = Siberian elm, and VIAR =
canyon grape. : '
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Figure 3. Use versus availability of willow flycatcher nesting substrates.
Compared to abundance within the habitat, box elder (4cer) was used

~ significantly more, and willows (Salix) and all others were used significantly
less than expected by chance.



Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley Page 10 of 18

- Nest heights. — As in previous years, Willow Flycatchers tended to nest high in the Cliff-Gila
~ Valley. Nest heights ranged from 1.5 to 16.5 m in height, with a mean height of 7.7+ 3.5 m.
Trees and shrubs in which flycatchers built nests averaged 12.1 = 4.4 m, and ranged from 2.3 to
24.5 m high. As with height, nest trees varied greatly in diameter, from 1.0 cm in coyote willow
to 57.5 in box elder (mean = 21.3 + 13.2 cm). Tree and shrub heights varied greatly among
different species, and consequently, nest heights varied among different substrates (Fig. 4)

200 |
- 18 © Mean
g 16+ a Max
o 141 s s * Min
£ 121 o
£ 101 .
RS
k=2 1 :
= -
I.

Figure 4. Nest heights (mean, SD, max. and min,) of Southwestern Willow
'Flycatchers as a function of nesting substrate, based on 403 nests found in the

Cliff-Gila Valley 1997-1999. Acronyms as in Figure 1, plus PLWR =

Platanus wrightii, ROSA = Rosa multifiora, TARA = Tamarix ramosissima. .

In a study of the shrub-inhabiting E. . traillii in Wisconsin, McCabe (1991) measured not only
absolute heights but relative heights as well, which he calculated as nest ht/nest plant ht. He
found the average relative height in his population to be 62.1 (n = 601); that is, nests were placed
62.1% of the way up the nest plant. In the Cliff-Gila Valley, we found the average in 1999 was
63.9 = 16.0 (n = 122). Thus, despite the great differences in nest heights (means of 1.4 vs. 7.7
m), the relative vertical placement of nests within the nesting substrate was almost identical in
the two populations. Interestingly, we calculated the average relative nest height in native or
mixed native/exotic at low-elevation sites in Arizona in 1999 from published data (Paradzick et
al. 2000), and found an average of 61.9. Whether this high level of congruence among very
different sites is coincidental or not is unclear. Nevertheless, it suggests the possibility that in
Willow Flycatchers, absolute nest height may be relatively unimportant compared to the relative
nest height within a chosen nest substrate. : '
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Figure 5. Range of nest heights among populations of Southwestern and
other subspecies of Willow Flycatchers, from published data sources. Note
that average nest heights are higher in all extimus populations than in any

population of other subspecies.

Willow Flycatéher nest success.

— 1999 was a relatively poor year for nesting by Willow

Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley. Of 128 nests built for which we could determine the

outcome, a-total of 92 failed (28.1

% simple nest success). Numerous nests were abandoned

before any eggs were laid, most likely due to wind damage; these probably had little or no
impact on seasonal reproductive success by flycatchers. Considering just those nests in which

eggs were laid, 69 of 103 nests (67.

0%) failed, suggesting a simple nest success rate of 33.3%.

Causes of nest failure. — As in previous years,

we were unsure of the cause of most nest

failures. Of thosé we do know, predation was the primary cause 0

f failure for nests in which

clutches had been initiated (n = 24). Seven nests failed because they were parasitized by

cowbirds, an
rain).

Cowbird parasitism

d at least four failed due to direct effects of inclement weather (e.g., wind, heavy

—Of 45 nests for which parasitism status was known, we found seven

flycatcher nests that had been parasitized by brown-headed cowbirds (15.6%). At least one of

those successfully fledged flycatcher young. In addition, we found two sets of parent flycatchers

feeding cowbird fledglings for which no nest was ever

parasitism we have recorded in

found. This is the lowest level of
three years of study. ' : '
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Willow Flycatcher banding. — In 1999 we placed individually unique combinations of colored
aluminum bands on 35 adult and 3 nestling Willow Flycatchers. Of 23 banded individuals of
known sex, 13 were female, the remaining 10 males. We recaptured 4 of 31 birds banded in
1998, all approximately where they were first banded. Another 6 individuals banded in 1998
were resighted in 1999, all but one in approximately the same location as in 1998. We observed
additional banded birds, but were unable to determine their band combinations definitively. Our
sparse recapture data suggest that flycatchers at this site may exhibit strong site fidelity (unlike
that reported from Arizona by Paxton et al. 1997).

Impacts of Cattle Grazing and Irrigatioh on Willow Flycatchers

Because of the concern over grazing impacts on riparian areas generally, and on Willow
Flycatchers in particular, we tested several predictions using existing data on flycatcher
populations and nesting success in the Gila River Valley, along with knowledge of grazing
management on the U-Bar Ranch. On the ranch, 7 of 21 patches have been excluded from
grazing since 1993 (exclusive of trespass cattle); the remainder are grazed primarily during the
fall and winter. Additional information comes from ungrazed areas of the Gila National Forest
and The Nature Conservancy. We compared average values of flycatcher density, nest success,
and cowbird parasitism between patches that are grazed for at least part of the year (n=15), and
patches that are excluded from grazing (n = 11). Analyses of nest success and parasitism include
nests on Forest Service and Nature Conservancy properties. We also compared the per-patch
~ density of flycatchers between patches on the U-Bar associated with an irrigation ditch (n = 14)
and those not (n = 7). All analyses include data from 1997-1999. It must be noted that these are
not experimental tests of hypotheses, but rather correlative analyses, and therefore causation
cannot be inferred. Further, as grazing and water management practices may differ elsewhere, it
is unknown what their effects on flycatchers might be.

Effects of grazing on Willow Flycatcher densities. -- Grazing had no apparent impact on
flycatcher density on a per-patch basis. The average density (pairs/ha) of breeding Willow
Flycatchers did not differ significantly between grazed patches and those excluded from grazing
(t=0.87,df=1, P= 0.40; Fig. 6). . i

Effects of grazing on Willow Flycatcher nest success. — We detected no effect of grazing on.
‘nest success (Fig. 7). The proportion of nests of known outcome that produced young was

~ similar between nests in grazed patches (37.4%, n=227) and ungrazed patches (43.6%, n = 101;
v =1.1,df =1, P=030). The slight difference is not statistically significant. If the
nonsignificant trend reflects real albeit subtle differences, those differences may result from
differences in density (see Fig. 6) rather than any impacts of grazing. Experimental data are
required to assess this. e ‘
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Figure 6. Flycatcher densities in riparian patches excluded from cattle
~ versus patches grazed by cattle, based on population estimates from 1999
survey data. '
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Percent nest success
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Figure 7. Average success of Willow Flycatcher nests from riparian patches -
open to cattle and patches excluded fr_'om cattle.

Effects of grazing on Willow Flycatcher nest parasitism. — Similarly, we detected no effect
of grazing on the likelihood of nest parasitism. The proportion of nests that were parasitized in
grazed patches (19.0%, n = 124) was almost identical to that in ungrazed patches (20.0%, n = 46;
v=001,df=1,P= 0.91; Fig. 8). It should be noted that for few of the nests in grazed patches
were cattle in the patch while the nest was active. Thus, we find no evidence that livestock

~ grazing, as practiced on the U Bar, has any detectable effect on Willow Flycatchers.
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Figure 8. Average rates of cowbird parasitism of Willow Flycatcher nests in--
riparian patches grazed by cattle and excluded from cattle.

Effects of irrigation on Willow Flycatcher densities. -- In contrast to grazing, irrigation ditches
did appear to have a pronounced effect on willow Flycatcher density (Fig. 9). The density of -
breeding territories was significantly greater in patches associated with ditches (3.7 + 4.3 terr/ha)
than in patches not associated with ditches (1.3 £ 1.8 terr/ha; Mann-Whitney U =26.0, 1-tailed p
= 0.04). This result suggests that the small-scale diversion irrigation as practiced in the Chiff-
Gila Valley may increase the quality of riparian habitat for flycatchers, presumably through
increases in the extent and degree of hydration. '
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Figure 9. Average densities of Willow Flycatchers in patches associated and
not associated with irrigation ditches, based on 1999 population survey data.
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Habitat Analyses

Here we present updated assessments of microhabitat use by Willow Flycatchers based on
vegetation data collected from 1997-1999. :

Comparisons of used versus unused sites. — Microhabitat around Willow Flycatcher nest sites
differed from that at unused sites within occupied patches. In univariate comparisons, 13 of 19
habitat variables differed significantly between the two types of plots (Table 2). Willow
Flycatcher nest sites typically had greater and less variable canopy cover, less ground cover,
canopy height, greater foliage density at both the shrub and subcanopy levels, greater foliage
height diversity, more stems of shrubs, trees, and box elders; and fewer stems of cottonwood.
Nest plots did not have significantly more willow stems than unused sites. Foliage density was
significantly more patchy around nest sites than at unused sites. Nest sites were significantly
closer to water, on average, than unused sites (Table 2).

Table 2. Univariate comparisbns between Willow Flycatcher nest sites and unused sites of
_continuous habitat variables. Boldface values indicate differences are significant (p<0.05).

, Nestsites | Unusedsites |  Test ;
Variable (n=127) (n=89) | statistic® df - D
“Average ground cover (%) 30.0%23.4  39.2+193 ¢=3.17 2084  0.002
"C.V. ground cover 099049 ¢ 074042 (=128 214 020
Average canopy cover (%) . 887+79 ¢ 788x124 U=2641.0 =@ = <0.001
~ "C.V. canopy cover 011£011 022%0.16 U=49520 7 <0.001
" "Ave. canopy height (m) 139247 . 174%97 1=-022° 1505  0.83
"C.V. canopy height 0312015  0.38%025 1=246 1355 . 0.015
Foliage density 1-3 m "114+126 ' 13.8+63 =287 214 0.005
" Foliage density 3-10 m a7 1126« 250%137 - t=-876 214  <0.001
“Foliage height diversity . T148+016 114021 1=-242 1579  0.017
Foliage density patchiness "134+005 - 1.29+013 - U=3573.0 . 0.001
Total of shrub stems (< 10cm) . 293445 ~_ 19.7+256 ~U=5535.0 © 0,009
“Total of tree stems (>10cm) ~ 9.8+4.7 58+36 =469 1461 <0.001
“Total of box elder trees 6.0%4.1 1626  t=-610° 214  <0.001
“Total of willow stems 99379 37+80 U=8023.0 061
Total of cottonwood stems 048 +1.74 . 161340 U=6911.0 0.002
Plant species diversity 0602047 068047 =126 214 021 .
"No. of woody plant species. . 2.98%1.71  292%152 r=-028 214 078 _
“Distance fo nearest water (m) - 412538 630589 (=28 214 0005
‘Distance to nearest edge . 99+8.6 9.7x70 t=-0.18 423 0.86

* rtests when data met assumptions of normality, Mann-Whitney U-Tests when data could not

be normalized.

b 1-test performed on values transformed to meet assumptions of normality.
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Used sites also differed from unused sites in the presence or absence of certain species of
common understory herbaceous plants. Nest points were significantly more likely than unused
points to have wetland forbs such as spearmint (Mentha spicata, 2 =4.4,df=1,P=0.03) and
nettles (Urtica dioica; x* = 9.0, df = 1, P =0.003). In contrast, unused points were significantly
more likely to have horehound (Marrubium vulgare; ©=53, df = 1, P = 0.02), four o’clocks
(Mirabilis spp.; x*=16.8,df = 1, P < 0.001), jimsonweed (Datura wrightii, ¥ = 6.0,df=1,P=
0.02) and morning glories (Convolvulus spp.; X = 28.4, df = 1, P < 0.001), all plants typical of
dry soils and/or edges. ,

Habitat variables found to differ si gnificantly in univariate comparisons between nest and
unused plots were included in a logistic regression model. When pairs of variables were | .
 significantly correlated (at r > 0.5, P < 0.05), we included the one variable we felt was more
biologically meaningful. The logistic regression model (Table 3) with greatest predictive power
identified foliage density in the subcanopy, number of box elder stems, and canopy cover as the
~ best predictors of Willow Flycatcher use within occupied patches. The model correctly '
classified 88% of the nest plots, 81% of the unused plots, and 85% of all plots.

Table 3. Habitat variables found to be significant (p < 0.05) predictors of Willow
Flycatcher'use in a logistic regression analysis.

Variable B df SE.  Wald ¢ j2

Foliage density 3-10m 1 0.08 0.018 17.42 < 0.001
No. box elder tree stems 1 0.33 0.070 - 22.06 - <0.001
Ave. canopy cover ] 008 - 0.025 1071 0.001
'_Constant 1 -12.39 2.45 25.59 < 0.001

FUTURE PROJECT GOALS

In 2000, we intend to focus increasingly on characterizing Willow Flycatcher habitat at larger
spatial scales. Thatis, we will determine which attributes of habitat patches and landscapes
influence flycatcher presence and nesting success. We will also continue to band birds and
begin to analyze patterns of within-site movement, site fidelity, and survival. Preliminary reports
from small, mostly ephemeral populations in Arizona suggest relatively low levels of site and
even mate fidelity (Paxton et al. 1997). Our limited observations of banded individuals on the U
Bar suggest this may not be true in prime habitat. |

CONCLUSIONS

Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley exhibited relatively poor nest success in 1999,
perhaps due at least in part to the severe weather extremes experienced during the breeding
season. Estimated rates of cowbird parasitism were the lowest we have found in three years
(15.6%). Nest site selection was similar to that in 1997-98, with flycatchers demonstrating a
si gniﬁcb.nt preference for box elders and avoiding willows. Again, flycatchers tended to nest
" very high. When data from other nesting sites in the Southwest are compared with data from
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other subspecies, it appears that E. 1. extimus is consistently more arboreal in its nesting habits
than are other subspecies. This apparent trend may be explained by availability of nesting
substrates, if woodland riparian areas in the Southwest provide more suitable habitat than do
shrubby sites. Alternatively, nest placement may be influenced by microclimatic considerations:
in the arid Southwest, high nests may provide more suitable temperature or humidity conditions
for nesting than may be available in lower, shrubby vegetation.

Comparisons of flycatcher nest sites with unused sites within occupied habitat patches
revealed differences among almost all habitat variables examined. Notably, foliage density in .
the shrub layer (0-3 m) tended to be lower around nest sites than around unused sites. The most -
important of these, as indicated by a logistic regression, were canopy cover, number of box elder-
trees, and foliage density in the subcanopy. Comparisons of flycatcher numbers and nest success
among habitat patches on the U Bar revealed no negative impacts of grazing on flycatchers, and
positive impacts of ditch irrigation.
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INTRODUCTION

The Species. — The Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a
neotropical migrant passerine that ranges from southern California and Baja California eastward -
.through Arizona, southern Utah, southem Colorado, New Mexico, and trans-Pecos Texas (Unitt
1987). This species is an obligate npana.n specialist, nesting in dense vegetation associated with
watercourses. In the southwest, nesting is almost always in the vicinity of surface water or
saturated soils (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995).

Populations of the southwestern willow flycatcher are thought to have declmed
significantly during this century, primarily due to extensive loss and conversion of riparian
breeding habitats (Unitt 1987, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995). Loss and modification of
riparian habitats have been attributed to many factors, including water diversion and
impoundment, changes in fire and flood frequency due to hydrological alterations, livestock
grazing, replacement of native riparian vegetation by nonnative species, urban development, and
recreational activities (Rea 1983, Kreuper 1993, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995).
Additionally, a high incidence of nest parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater) has
been reported from several sites, resulting in low reproductive success. Cowbirds lay their eggs
in the nests of other species (hosts), where cowbird chicks are raised by the host parents. For
small hosts, parasitized nests rarely fledge any host young (Brittingham & Temple 1983).. Nest
parasitism levels of more than 50% have been documented for populations at the Kem River, _
California (Harris 1991) and the Grand Canyon (Brown 1994). Frequently flycatchers respond to
the laying of cowbird eggs in their nests by abandoning and renesting (Whitfield & Strong 1995).

In 1993, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposed to list E. 1. extimus as an _
endangered species and to designate critical habitat. In February of 1995, the USFWS listed E. 1.
extimus as endangered, although no designation of critical habitat was made (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1995). The subspecies has also been listed at the state level in New Mexico,
Arizona, and California (Arizona Game and Fish Department 1988, New Mexico Department of
Game and Fish 1988, California Department of Fish and Game 1992).

The Cliff-Gila Valley population. — Since its listing as an endangered species, numerous
surveys have been conducted across the range of the flycatcher to locate extant populations and
to estimate their size. Flycatchers have been found breeding at about 109 sites throughout the
southwestern United States (Marshall, in review). Approximately 78% of extant sites consist of
5 or fewer territories. The entire known breeding population in 1996 was estimated at just over
500 pairs (Marshall, in review). By far the largest known breeding concentration of
Southwestern Willow Flycatchers is located in the Cliff-Gila Valley, Grant County, New

. Mexico. This population was estimated at 184 pairs in 1997 (Parker 1997), and at 235 pairs in
1998 (P. Boucher, personal communication; Stoleson and Finch, unpublished data). These birds
are located primarily on private property owned by the Pacific Western Land Company, a
subsidiary of Phelps Dodge Corporation, and managed by the U-Bar Ranch. An additional 24
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pairs occur on the adjacent Gila National Forest and other private holdings. Habitat preferences
of flycatchers in this population differ from those reported elsewhere (Hull and Parker 1995,
Skaggs 1996, Stoleson and Finch 1997), and from populations of other subspecies. .

OBJECTIVES

The goals of this study are (1) to momtor nesting success and rates of cowbird parasitism
to assess the reproductive health of Willow Flycatchers in the Cliff-Gila Valley; (2) characterize
and quantify the habitat preferences of this population; (3) describe and quantify the riparian bird
community at the site to assess the health of the riparian habitat and to determine background
rates of nest predation and cowbird parasitism among alternate cowbird host species. This report
summarizes the results of the second year of the study, and presents prelxmmary ana.lyscs of
_habitat characterization.

METHODS

Study area. — The Cliff-Gila Valley of Grant County, NM, comprises a broad floodplain of the

Gila River, beginning near its confluence with Mogollon Creek and extending south-southwest

~ toward the Burro Mountains. The study was primarily conducted from just below the US Route
180 bridge upstream to the north end of the U-Bar Ranch (approximately 5 km). In addition,
flycatchers were studied in two disjunct sections of the valley: (1) the Fort West Ditch site of the.

Gila National Forest and adjacent holdings of The Nature Conservancy’s Gila Riparian Preserve,
located about 9 km upstream of the Route 180 bridge, and (2) the Gila Bird Area, a riparian

* restoration project comprising lands of the Gila National Forest and Pacific-Western Land

Company, located some 8 km downstream of the Route 180 bridge. Most of the upper

GilaValley consists of irrigated and non-irrigated pastures used for livestock grazing and hay

farming. Elevations range from 1350 to 1420 m (Figure 1).

The Gila River floodplain contains numerous patches of Broadleafed R.lpanan Forcst,
with a canopy composed primarily of Populus fremontii, Platanus wrightii, Salix gooddingi,
Acer negundo, and Juglans major. Most patches support an understory of shrubs, including Rhus
trilobata, Amorpha fruticosa, Salix spp., Baccharis glutinosa, Alnus oblongifolia, Elaeagnus
angustifolia; forbs, and grasses. Most habitat patches are less than 5 ha in area. The FS Fort
West Ditch site and the Gila Bird Area are generally more open than patches on the U-Bar. In
addition to the primary patches of riparian woodland along the Gila itself, numerous stringers of
riparian vegetation extend along many of the earthen irrigation ditches. These stringers contain
the same plant species as larger forest patches, but rarely exceed 10 m in width.

The study concentrated on three large riverine patches and two stringer patches on the U-
Bar Ranch (see Figure 1: SE1, NW1, NE1, SW Stringer, and NW Stringer) and the FS Fort West
Ditch site. Focal patches were chosen that had been occupied by Willow Flycatchers in previous
years (Hull & Parker 1995). In addition, flycatchers were studied in other riparian patches as
time allowed. '
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Spot mapping. — Territories of all breeding land birds were determined using the spot mapping
method (Robbins 1970, Bibby et al. 1992, Ralph et al. 1993). In each focal patch, a grid of 100
ft squares was established and marked with flagging tape. Grids were of varying sizes and
configurations depending on the size and shape of the patch. Each plot was mapped 10 - 12
times during the season, approximately every 2-3 days. Spot mapping sessions began within 15
minutes of dawn at a different random corner of the grid each time, and lasted 2 to 5 hours
(Bibby et al., 1992). Weather conditions, sm_:h as cloud cover, wind speed, and precipitation
were recorded on each mapping day. A new map was used for each mapping session. Following
mapping, observations were transferred from the daily map to master maps for each species.
From the master maps we determined the number of breeding territories of all species for .
‘each patch. We calculated estimates of the density of breeding birds (all species) for the areas
that were spot-mapped, using the following caveats. First, because the territories of large and/or
wide-ranging birds (e.g., quail, raptors, crows, ravens, swallows, jays, and cuckoos) could
~ potentially cover two or more patches and/or surrounding nonforested land, a territory was
assigned to a particular patch only if the nest was located within the patch. Second, Mourning
Doves (Zenaida macroura) breed in high densities in riparian habitats but forage mainly in open
areas. Because including all doves found in a patch in calculations is likely to bias estimates of
density, we followed Anderson et al. (1983) in using only 10% of the observed dove population.

- Nest searches. — Nest searches were conducted on a daily basis following spot-mapping
sessions. Within focal patches, searches were conducted for nests of all species. Only flycatcher
- and cuckoo nests were searched for in additional patches. Nests were monitored every 3-5 days.
Nest contents were observed using pole-mounted mirrors or videocameras, or 15X spotting
scopes. Nests that were abandoned or destroyed were examined for evidence (e.g., cowbird eggs,
mammal hairs) to ascertain causes of nest failure. Nest predation was assumed if nest contents
disappeared before fledging of young was possible (about 12 d after hatching). Nests were
considered successful if they fledged one or more flycatcher young.

Habitat Measurements. — Vegetation characteristics were sampled at nest sites and at unused

~ points using a modified BBIRD methodology (Martin ef al. 1997). Unused points were defined
as points on the spot-mapping grid that were at least 100 ft away from the nearest Willow
Flycatcher nest; we based this definition on the fact that most flycatcher territories appeared to
have radii much smaller than 100 ft. Within each patch, a subset of about 50-70% of potential
unused points were chosen randomly for sampling. _

At each unused point and nest'site, a 0.02 ha plot (radius = 8 m) was placed centered on
the nest tree, or on the nearest tree to the gridpoint for unused points. Standard methodology
uses 0.04 ha plots, but we used smaller plots in this study to minimize problems of
nonindependence of points around nests that would result from the very small temritories used by
flycatchers in this area. At the center of the plot and eight other points (4 and 8 m from the
center in each of the four cardinal directions), we measured canopy height using clinometers,
percent canopy cover using densiometers, and estimated percent ground cover. Vertical foliage

4
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density was measured at 2, 4, 6 and 8 m in each direction from the center tree by counting hits of
vegetation against a 10 m vertical pole marked in 1 m increments. Within the 0.02 ha plot, trees
(2 10 cm dbh) of all species were counted and measured (dbh). Shrubs and saplings (< 10 cm
dbh) were counted and measured within a 4 m radius of the center tree. For nest sites we also
recorded nest plant species, nest height, and distance and direction from the trunk.
For each sample point we calculated average ground and canopy cover and average

canopy height (all = mean of 9 measurements per pomt), foliage density index (sum of 1 m
increments touched by foliage) for understory (0-3 m in height, for a maximum score of 48 per
point) and mid-canopy (3-10 m in height, for a maximum score of 112 per point); the sum of
shrub/sapling (<10 cm diameter) stems and tree (= 10 cm diameter) stems by species and size
class (<lcm, 1-5 cm, 5-7.5 cm, 7.5-10 cm, 10-30-cm, 30-50 cm, 50-70 cm, >70 cm). From these
values we also calculated the total number of stems of willow and boxelder per point, an estimate
of the total basal area of woody species per point, woody plant species richness (number of
~ species of trees and shrubs per point), and plant species diversity (using the Shannon-Weaver
Diversity Index). We calculated several variables to estimate the degree of habitat heterogeneity
at points: patchiness (the diversity of foliage density among the four cardinal directions, using the
Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index); and the coefficient of variation in measures of canopy cover,
canopy height, and ground cover at each point. s

Analyses. — We compared habitat values of unused points (n=40) to those at nest sites (n=152)
using independent sample t-tests. Although we performed multiple statistical comparisons from
the single set of data, we did not adjust our experiment-wise alpha level to minimize the risk of
Type I errors because the modest sample sizes used for unused points are already prone to Type

I errors, and we wanted to maximize our ability to detect trends.

To assess whether flycatchers used nest substrates randomly, we calculated an index of
availability for each nest tree species to compare usage with availability. Because ﬂycatcher
nests were found in vegetation of all size classes 1 cm DBH and greater, we poolcd all size
classes > 1 cm DBH as potential nest substrates. A total stem count for each species was
calculated from all niest sites. The relative availability of a particular plant species x was
calculated as: total number of stems for species x / total number of all stems. The numbers of
used versus unused stems were compared using chl-square analyscs

RESULTS
WILLOW FLYCATCHERS

Willow Flycatcher nest substrates. — We found a total of 130 willow flycatcher nests on the
U-Bar ranch in 1998. An additional 35 nests were found on nearby Forest Service and Nature
Conservancy lands. In the combined data set of all 257 nests found in 1997-1998, the majority of
nests (76.7%) were located in boxelder (Fig. 2). In 1998, nests were found in several
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, Flgure 2. Nesting substrates of 257 nests of the Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher in the Cliff-Gila Valley, 1997-98.

substrates not encountered previously in the Cliff-Gila Valley, including Fremont cottonwood,
Arizona sycamore, seepwillow, and a nonnative climbing rose (Rosa multiflora). The sycamore
nests represent the first recorded nests in this substrate anywhere in the Southwest (Stoleson and

- Finch in press). Nests in cottonwood and seepwillow were located in early successional riparian -
patches on FS and TNC properties. Boxelder was even more dominant (85%) as a substrate
among the 213 nests found in the more mature woodlands found on the U-Bar Ranch.

Substrate use versus availability. — Plant species were not used for nesting in proportion to
their availability within flycatcher territories. Boxelder and Russian olive were used significantly
more than would be expected if birds chose nest trees randomly (Likelihood Ratio test G=271.8
and 5.2, P<0.001 and P=0.023, respectively). Boxelders comprised less than 35% of woody
stems, yet contained more than 75% of all the nests found (Fig. 3). In contrast, willows were

.. used less than expected by chance (G=60.6, P<0.001). The two willow species made up more
than 40% of woody stems within flycatcher territories, but only 8.6% of nests were placed in
either willow species. These results indicate an active preference by flycatchers

for boxelder and Russian olive, and active avoidance of willow, as a nest substrate.



Willow F]ycatéhers in the Cliff-Gila Valley ' Stoleson & Finch 1999

' 80_1 *
704
60- | ' . I8 Percent of nests
50_ - * . I Percent of all stems 2 1 cm diam.

404

Percent

304
20+

10-

Substrate species

Figure 3. Use versus availability of nest substrates by Willow Flycatchers in
the Cliff-Gila VaHey, 1997-98. Significant (P<0.05) overutilization is
indicated by red stars, underutilization by black stars, NS = not significant.
ACNE = boxelder, ELAN = Russian olive, SALIX = willow species, POFR =
cottonwood, ALOB = Arizona alder, PLWR = Arizona sycamore, TACH =
salt cedar, and BAGL = seepwillow. ' E

Nest heights. — Flycatcher nests ranged from 1.2 to 18.5 m in height. The mean height of all
nests found in 1997-98 was 7.4 + 3.8 m, with a median height of 6.8 m (Fig. 4). Average nest
heights varied among different nest substrates (Fig. 5). Boxelder nests were significantly higher
(8.3 + 3.7 m) than nests in all other substrates combined (4.6 £ 2.6 m; t =-8.57,df = 138.9,
P<0.001). Nests also tended to be higher than average in sycamore. N

Willow Flycatcher nest success. — Of 103 nests of known outcome found on the U-Bar in
1998, 45 (42.7%) successfully fledged one or more flycatcher young. The outcome of 27 nests
was uncertain. Of 34 nests of known outcome found on lands other than the U-Bar Ranch, 14
(41.2%) were successful. Of the failed nests on the U-Bar, fourteen appeared to have been
deserted during or immediately after building, but before any eggs were laid in them. The cause
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in Figure 3.
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of this high rate of desertion is unclear, but may have been related to (1) the repeated presence of

humans in the vicinity of nests, (2) a high incidence of cowbirds near nests, or (3) damage from
high winds. The first suggested cause is unlikely, as nests were visited at a similar rate in 1997,
when only one instance of desertion was noted. The second suggestion may be possible, as a
higher rate of cowbird parasitism was recorded in 1998 than in 1997 (see below). Alternatively,
winds may have been responsible as we recorded numerous nests of other species being either
deserted or blown out of trees entirely, including species such as the Western Wood-Pewee
which is rarely parasitized by cowbirds. If deserted nests are discounted, then the nest success
rate on the U-Bar was 45% in 1998. .

The overall nest success rate for all nests (including those abandoned) from 1997-98 was
46.6%. The likelihood of a nest being successful varied among nest substrates (Fig. 6). Nestsin_
Goodding’s willow and Russian olive were less likely to be successful than average, while nests
in boxelder, coyote willow, alder, and cottonwood were more likely to be successful than
average. For thé remaining plant species, sample sizes are too sinall to make any generalizations.
The likelihood of a nest being successful showed a strong correlation with nest height: the higher
" the nest, the more likely it was to be successful (Fig. 7). This correlation and the fact that nests

tended to be placed at different heights in different substrates may explain the differential nest
success among substrates. ' : '

1001

759

501

25-

Percent of slucéessful nests

13| |9e”

Ko

] Y ERE 1
ACNE E SAGO SAEX POFR ALOB PLWR TACH ROMU BAGL

‘Substrate speciés”

Figure 6. Nesting success as a functio‘n.of nest substrate. Horizontal line |
indicates overall mean success rate, and substrate acronyms as in Figure S.
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A total of 74 nests of known outcome from 1997 and 1998 were located in patches that
were open to cattle for at least part of the year (SW Stringer, NW Stringer, NW4, SW1, SW2,
SW3, SW4, and the south end of SE1). Of these, 37 (50.0%) were successful. On the U-Bar, 88
nests of known outcome were located in patches excluded from cattle. Of these, 40 (45.5%)
were successful. We found no significant effect of grazing on nesting success (G=0.33, P=0.56).
Nest parasitism rates in the grazed patches (17.4%) did not differ significantly from the '
parasitism rate in excluded patches (21 .8%; G=0.31, P=0.58). All patches at the site were within
1 km of grazed pastures for at least part of the breeding season. :
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~ Figure 7. Correlation of nest height interval and average nesting success rate
for each interval. : , '

Causes of nest failure. — A total of 110 flycatcher nests were known to have failed during
1997-1998. Of these, the cause was not determinable for 24 (21.8%). More nests were lost to
predators than to any other cause (Fig. 8). Other than one nest lost to a Great Horned Owl (Bubo
virginianus) in 1997, we did not witness any failures due to predation, so the identity of nest
predators can only be speculative. However, nests of other bird species were observed being
depredated by Common Ravens (Corvus corax), Western Scrub-Jays (Aphelocoma californica),
- and a rock squirrel (Spermophilus variegatus). Desertion (defined here as nest abandonment.
prior to egg-laying) was the next most frequent cause of nest failure, followed by abandonment

(after the onset of laying). Thirteen nests were known to have failed due to cowbird parasitism.

10
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Figure 8. Causes of nest failure for 110 Willow Flycatcher nests in the Cliff-
Gila Valley, 1997-98. Desertion = abandonment of nest prior to egg-laymg,
abandonment = after the first egg is laid.

‘Cowbird parasitism. — A total of 28 out of 129 nests (27.1%) of known status were parasitized
by cowbirds in the Cliff-Gila Valley in 1997-1998. Observed parasitism rates were higher in
1998 than in 1997 (Fig. 9). In both years, nests on the U-Bar were somewhat less likely to be
parasitized by cowbirds than nests on other lands, though this trend was not statistically
significant (G<0.95, P>0.25).

The probability of a nest being parasitized by cowbirds was not mgmﬁcantly comrelated
‘with nest height (P=0.65), although there was a nonsignificant trend for nest parasitism to
decrease with increasing nest height (Fig. 10). These data may be suspect because of the

difficulties in determining whether high nests were parasitized or not.
The likelihood of a nest being parasitized varied among nest substrates. About 14% of

the boxelder nests were parasitized, while nests in willow, Russian olive, and cottonwood were
much more likely to be parasitized (Fig. 11). Other substrates were too infrequently used to
make any generalizations.

The proportion of parasitized nests varied among the six focal patches. Surprisingly,
there was a strong and almost statistically significant negative correlation between patch-wise
parasitism rates and the estimated density of female cowbirds in a patch (Fig. 12). That is, the
higher the estimated density of cowbirds within a patch, the lower the proportion of ﬂycatcher
nests in the patch that were parasitized.

11
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Figure 9. Rates of cowbird parisitism on Willow Flycatcher nests as a
function of year and land ownership. ‘Numbers above bars are sample sizes
of all nests known to parasitized or not.
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Of the 28 flycatcher nests known to have been parasitized in 1997 and 1998, nine (32%)
were abandoned immediately by the flycatchers (Fig. 13). Of those nests where cowbird eggs
were accepted, most were depredated. Five nests fledged a single cowbird chick, and two
fledged just flycatcher young despite having been parasitized. One nest was known to have
fledged two flycatcher young in addition to a cowbird chick. The parents at this nest were seen
to preferentially feed their own nestlings after the cowbird had fledged; it is unknown whether
the cowbird fledgling survived. We were unable to determine the outcome of two parasitized
nests in which both cowbird and flycatcher young had hatched.
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Figure 13. Fate of 28 Willow Flycatcher nests parasifized by cowbirds 1997-
1998. ' : : :

Willow Flycatcher nest site characteristics. — The habitat around Willow Flycatcher nests
typically exhibits moderate ground cover, but high canopy cover and foliage density (Table 1).
Canopy heights are moderate for the valley, averaging less than 15 m. Thus, flycatcher areas do
not usually include the tall cottonwood galleries with canopies in excess of 25 m. Nor do they
generally include the low, young growth of coyote willow and seepwillow. Flycatcher habitat
also typically has a well-developed understory, as indicated by the high average stem count for
shrubs (Table 1). ' L _

Flycatcher nesting habitat on the U-Bar Ranch, which was primarily in older, mature
riparian woodland, differed significantly in some respects from nesting habitat elsewhere in the
Cliff-Gila Valley. Specifically, the habitat on the U-Bar had, on average, a higher canopy, higher

14
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foliage density above 3 meters, fewer stems of shrubs or trees, more boxelders, fewer willows,
and fewer woody plant species than did habitat elsewhere (Table 1). These differences emphasize
the fact that much of the rest of the valley supports habitat that is younger, early-successxonal
woodland and thickets, charactenzed by more shrub stems and species.

Table 1. Habitat characteristics (mean + SD) at Willow Flycatcher nest sites on the U-Bar
Ranch and elsewhere in the Cliff-Gila Valley, New Mexico, 1997-1998. Sample sizes are . -
136 nests (U-Bar) and 25 nests (other). Significant differences (P<0.05, based on
independent-samples t-tests) are mdlcated in bold face. See Methods for definitions of

Weaver Index) -

0.794  0.645

variables.
Variable U-Bar nests Other nests P value
Average ground cover (%) 32.4+23.3 34.1 +33.5 0.83
- Average canopy cover (%) 84.1+11.2 85.6+15.4 0.69

Average canopy height (m) 13.4+4.8 10248 0.009
Foliage density @ 0-3 m 120+ 6.6 129+ 6.4 0;53
Foliage density @ 3-10 m 42;9 = 13.0 358 11 7 0.01

Foliage height diversity - 1.50.1 1.4+0.3 0.10
Total number of shrub stems 27.1 +30.9 87.8 £100.7 ﬂ.006
Total number of tree stems 9.9+4.6 12.1+8.8 0.23
Number of'boxelder stems 25.0£28.9 3367 <0.001°
Number of willow stems 54%16.1 61.6+93.0 0.006
Number of cottonwood stems 0619 25+ 49 0.08
Number of woody plant species 3.0+ 1.7 41225 0.04
Plant species diversity (Shannon- 0.587 + 0.470 | 0.14

15
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Comparisons of used versus unused sites within occupied patches. — We compared habitat
variables from 152 Willow Flycatcher nest sites with 40 Unused sites (defined here as gridpoints_
in occupied patches >100 ft from the nearest flycatcher nest). Nest sites differed significantly
from unused sites in a variety of ways; these are summarized in Table 2, and Figures 14, 15 &
16. In general, in the patches where they occur, Willow Flycatchers prefer to nest in microsites
that have high canopy closure, moderate canopy height, dense foliage in the subcanopy, a high
density of trees but few very large trees, and many boxelders and willows (Figs. 14 & 15).

"Foliage density was significantly more patchy around nest sites than at unused sites (Fig. 16),
suggesting that flycatchers key in to heterogeneous foliage, rather than just dense foliage per se.
Microsite heterogeneity is. also suggested by the higher variation in ground cover found at nest
sites (Fig. 14). However, there was relatively little variation in canopy cover or height at nest
sites (Fig. 14). ' '

Table 2. Summary of habitat variables fdund to differ significantly (P<0.05) between
Willow Flycatcher nest sites and unused sites (random points >100 ft. from nest sites)
within occupied patches, and the direction of those differences.

© Variable value at nest sites relative to unused sites

Average ground cover (%) ‘ _ | lower '
Coefficient of variation in % ground cover ’ ' higher
Average canopy cover (%) higher
Coefficient of variation in % canopy cover | , lower
Average canopy height | lower
Coefficient of variation in canopy height lower
Foliage density @ 3 - 10 m : higher
Patchiness , : . . higher
Number of tree stems . ' | : -higher

" Total basal area of woody stems Jower
Number of boxelder stems higher
Number of willow stems | higher

16
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Willow Flycatcher banding. — In 1998, we netted Willow Flycatchers in the Fort West Ditch
site and in the SE1 patch. A total of 37 adult and one fledgling flycatcher was caught, color-
banded, and released.  Of the adults that could be sexed, nine were males and thirteen were
females. Eighteen individuals were caught more than once. One individual banded on the Fort
West Ditch was later found breeding (successfully) in patch NW3, a distance of approximately
3.5 km. No other banded bird appeared to move during the course of the breeding season.

AVIAN COMMUNITY STRUCTURE

Territorial birds. — A total of 78 bird species were recorded while spot-mapping the six focal
patches. Of these, 49 were positively identified as breeding within the plots (Appendix). Most
of the other 29 species were kncwn to breed nearby on the U-Bar, either locally in small numbers
(e.g., Zone-tailed Hawk Buteo albonotatus), in habitats other than riparian woodland (e.g., Cliff
Swallow Hirundo pyrrhonota), or prior to the start of spot-mapping (e.g., Great Horned Owl).
The number of breedmg birds ranged from 23 to 33 species per plot (Table 3). The number of
breeding bird species was directly and strongly correlated with patch size: the larger the patch,

- the more species were present (Fig. 17). The pattern of species diversity among patches did not
mirror exactly the species richness. The most specxose patch, SEl, had the second lowest
diversity value, while the NE1 patch, with fewer species, had a much higher diversity value
(Table 2). This apparent paradox is because the Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index weights
species number by evenness of distribution. Thus, a patch with a moderate number of species
that are more-or-less uniformly common (like NE1) has a higher diversity index than a patch like
SE1 that has more species, some of which are abundant but many that are uncommon or rare. In
the case-of SE1, the abundant species were Willow Flycatcher and Yellow-breasted Chat (see
Appendix). '

w
b |

w
4

N
9

No. of breeding species

' R2=0.96, P<0.001

zc - L] Ld v L2 LA '
30 35 40 45 50 55 6.0
Patch area (ha) |

Figure 17. Correlation of patch area and number of bird species breedmg in
the patch
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The total number of breeding territories ranged from 99 to 190.5 per patch (Table 2).
Estimated densities of breeding birds were very high, ranging from 815 prs/40 ha at the Fort
West Ditch site to 1343 prs/40 ha in the SE1 patch. - ' S :

Table 3. — Breeding bird densities and diversity in six focal riparian patches in the Cliff-
Gila Valley, based on averages of 1997 and 1998 data. ' ‘

No. breeding ﬁo. all bird Sp. No. WIFL Density
Patch bird species  territories  diversity'  temitories’  (prs/ 40 ha)’
Fort West Ditch 30 - 109.5 3.02 8 | 815
NEL 25 T 1110 3.01 3 1061
NWI : 31 1710 2385 7 1319
NWS 26 1210 293 5 1176
SE1 | 33 190.5 2.84 a1 1343

SWS | 23 99.0 277 9 1107

! Calculated using the Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index.

2 Differences between these values and those reported from protocol survey results are because these represent the
number of territories falling within spot-mapping grids, which did not cover the entire area of patches.

3 Conservative estimates include only 10% of dove territories; sce Methods.

Nests. — A total of 435 nests were found for 38 species other than Willow Flycatcher in the six
focal patches; in addition, two Yellow-billed Cuckoo nests were located in nonfocal patches.
Twenty or more nests were found for 7 species: Mourning Dove: 75; Lesser Goldfinch
(Carduelis psaltria): 44; Black-chinned Hummingbird (Archilochus alexandri): 43; Western
Wood-Pewee (Contopus sordidulus): 35, Yellow-breasted Chat (Icteria virens): 29; European
Starling (Sturnus vulgaris):25; and Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petachia): 22. Of the species
listed at the state or federal level as threatened, endangered, or sensitive, we found 2 nests of
Common Black-Hawk (Buteogallus anthracinus), 6 nests of Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus), 1 nest of Gila Woopecker (Melanerpes uropygialis); and 4 nests of Abert’s Towhee
(Pipilo aberti).

Cowbird Parasitism. — We observed cowbird parasitism of several species in the Cliff-Gila
Valley in 1998. Yellow Warblers were the most frequently parasitized species, with
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approximately 25% of nests that we could see into containing cowbird eggs. Other species that

we know were parasitized are Vermilion Flycatcher (Pyrocephalus rubinus), Plumbeous Vireo
“(Vireo plumbeus), Lucy’s Warbler (Vermivora luciae), Yellow-breasted Chat, and Blue Grosbeak

(Guiraca caerulea). The majority of cowbird fledglings observed were fed by Yellow Warblers.

Other species that successfully fledged cowbirds included Vermilion Flycatcher, Lucy’s Warbler,
“and Yellow-breasted Chat, in addition to Willow Flycatcher. ’

DISCUSSION

Willow Flycatcher nesting success. — As in 1997, Willow Flycatchers constituted one of the
most common breeding species in the habitat patches surveyed. The observed nesting success
rate (43%) was lower than that observed in 1997 (55%). ~This reduction in nesting success may
be due to several factors, including stochastic variation in predator numbers or other factors
affecting flycatcher breeding, increased rates of weather-induced nest failure, or a larger sample
of pests found in suboptimal habitat due to population growth and/or increased numbers of
observers. This level of nest success still compares favorably with other sites that lack cowbird
control programs, as well as a number of sites (e.g., Kem River) with extensive cowbird control .
programs (McCarthey et al. 1998). It is a typical success rate for a small migratory songbird
~ (Martin 1995). Predation was the major cause of nest failure by far (Fig. 8) ‘ -
Cowbird parasitism rates were higher in'1998 (27%) than in 1997 (14.7%), although both
figures are suspect because of the uncertain status of the many high nests. It is likely that the
actual parasitism rate is lower than the observed rate because the probability of parasitism
- décreases with nést height in almost all species (Best & Stauffer-1980, Briskie et al. 1990). Not .
all flycatcher parents accepted cowbird eggs (approximately 64%). Many abandoned their nests
immediately when a cowbird egg appeared. Few parasitized nests produced cowbird fledglings,
as most of those where cowbird eggs were accepted were depredated. o
The patch-wise parasitism rate was negatively correlated with the estimated density of
femnale cowbirds within a patch — the more cowbirds, the less likely a Willow Flycatcher nest
was to be parasitized. This reason for.this counter-intuitive result is unclear. One possibility is -
that cowbird density may be correlated with the total number of potential host species within a
patch, and that higher densities of alternate hosts serves to dilute the effect of more cowbirds on
flycatchers. Further analyses are needed to verify this hypothesis. _
Nesting success appeared to vary among nest substrates, perhaps because nest heights
* varied among substrates and nest success was correlated with nest height (Figs. 5 & 7).
Parasitism rates also varied among substrates (Fig.11). Over 45% of nests in Russian olive were
parasitized; these nests tended to be on patch edges. Nests in willows were also parasitized
relatively frequently, and also tended to be on patch edges (Fig. 11). In contrast, nests in
* boxelder were parasitized only about 15% of the time (or less, as most of the highest nests of
uncertain content were in boxelder). ’ '
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Habitat preferences. — Our vegetation analyses suggest that Willow Flycatchers have very
distinct microhabitat preferences even within individual patches. They actively prefer boxelder

- and avoid willow as a nesting subtrate (Fig. 3). Willows are a favored nesting substrate in other
regions (Harris 1991, McCarthey et al. 1998), but in few if any other areas do flycatchers have
the choice of both boxelder and willow. Flycatchers may prefer boxelder in the Cliff-Gila Valley
because they have higher canopy cover and denser foliage than willows.

Within occupied patches, flycatchers prefer areas with dense canopy cover, dense

subcanopy foliage, moderate canopy height, large numbers of trees, boxelders, and willows.
Heterogeneity in ground cover and foliage density appear to be preferred as well (Table 2).

Avian community structure. — The Cliff-Gila Valley supports a diverse and extremely
populous community of breeding birds. The densities of birds found in 1998 exceeded those

- reported in 1997, probably because of better estimates of the number of early-breeding species at
the site (e.g., Lucy’s Warbler, Abert’s Towhee). The site contains the highest densities of non-

" colonial breeding birds ever recorded in North Amenca (Carothers et al. 1974, Anderson et al.
1983, R.R. Johnson persona.l commumcatlon)

Conservation nmphcatlons — The Cliff-Gila Valley provides critical habitat for the largest
population of Southwestern Willow Flycatchers. In addition, the area supports significant
numbers of other sensitive, threatened and endangered species, such as Common Black-Hawk,
Yellow-billed Cuckoo, Gila Woodpecker, Brown-crested Flycatcher (Myiarchus tyrannus),
Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii), and Abert’s Towhee.

It is noteworthy that the numbers of birds and nesting success rates tended to be higher,
and cowbird parasitism rates lower, in the taller, mature riparian woodland on the U-Bar than in
younger, lower vegetation elsewhere in the valley. These mature habitats appear to be associated
with the earthern levees along the river that were built for flood control. Although the levees
certainly hinder the natural flood regime of the Gila, they allow the growth of secondary
successional species such as boxelder that are favored by flycatchers at this site.

B The NW1 patch is severely threatened by erosion, due to cutting of the riverbank by the

Gila River. The nest tree for one probable flycatcher nest discovered in 1997 (when the patch

was not a focal patch) was lost due to bank erosion between 1997 and 1998. Further losses are

likely unless the river course changes or the bank is stabilized. In addition to Willow

~ Flycatchers, this patch supports single breeding pairs of several threatened and endangered -
species: Common Black-Hawk, Yellow-billed Cuckoo, Gila Woodpecker, and Abert’s Towhee,

which remain at nsk

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
We will continue to monitor nests of flycatchers and other ripaﬁan species to obtain

better estimates of nesting success and cowbird parasitism, and to get a better handle on year to
year variation in those parameters. We will continue to sample vegetation at nests and unused
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sites to develop sufficiently large sample sizes to (1) create a logistic regression model of habitat
preferences and habitat correlates of nesting success and nest parasitism.

We will quantify habitat features in patches not occupied by flycatchers to be used in
multivariate analyses of landscape-level effects on flycatcher occupancy and nesting success.
Those data will be incorporated into a GIS program (Geographic Information System) to create
spatially-explicit models. Landscape-level effects have been recognized as a priority resarch
need by Arizona Partners in Flight.

We will expand our color-banding program in the coming year to increase sample sizes
" for estimates of survival, mate and site fidelity, and dispersal in the Cliff-Gila population. These
data have also been identified as a priority research need, and the large population in the Cliff-
Gila Valley provide a unique opportunity to develop robust sample sizes. By increasing banding
of young birds we can document that this population is indeed a source population.
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Appendix

airs/40 ha) per patch, and total number of nests found, of breeding birds in the

FWD

WiWwiwiWw

NE1 NW1 NW Stringer SE1 |SW Stringer | total
SPECIES terr. |density |terr. |density lterr. density |terr. |density [terr. |density Iterr. jdensity @ nests
Mallard. . . . . .0 00, 0 00 O 00; O 00] 0: 00. 1, - 123 2
Cooper's Hawk 0 00/ 0 00 O 00/ © 0.0, 0 .00 0 0.0 11
Common Black-Hawk 0 00i O 0.0 1 83 0 00 1 76, O 0.0 2|
Red-tailed Hawk 0 00, o0 00 0O ool 1 108! 0o, 00; O 0.0, 2
American Kestrel 0 oo o0, 00 1 8.3 1 10.8 2, 15.10  H| 12.3. 6
[wild Turkey 1 8o] o0 00 O 00/ 0 00/ O 00 0 00 0
Gambel's Quail 2 1591 . 1 10.5 11 83 0 0.0 1 7.6 0; 0.0, 1
Mourning Dove 8 6.4 11, 115 13, 108 13 140, 14| - 106 10; 123! 143
Yellow-billed Cuckoo 0, 00; 1 105 1 8.3, 1 10.8; 2, 154} 2{ 246! 8
Western Screech Owl 0, 00f 1 105} © 00 O 0.0 0 0.0{ 1 12.3 1
Black-chinned Hummingbird 71 858 6, 630| 5| 414, 6 646 7. 5291 5 61.5. 53
Gila Woodpecker 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2
__{Ladder-backed Woodpecker 1 ~8.0] 1 105 o) 00 1 10.8 0 0.0 0! 0.0 1] .
Hairy Woodpecker 0.5 40, O 0.0 0 00;. O 0.0 0 0.0, 0! 0.0, 0
" [Northern Flicker 1 80f 2 210] 2 166 2 215/ 2; 154; 15 18.4, 8
. [Western Wood-Pewee 4] 319 6, 630, 15| 1242; 4 430] 6! 453] 1] 123 a7
Willow Flycatcher 8l 638 3 315 7, 579 5 538! 41] 3096: 9 110.7; 257
Vermilion Flycatcher ! 0: 0.0; 4: 420 7. 579; 3 323 1 76 0. 0.0 21
Ash-throated Flycatcher 180 0 00 3 248! 1, 108, 2| 151 1}  123; 4
Brown-crested Flycatcher L 8.0; O 00! O! 0.0f 0 00! 0O 0.0, 0 0.0 2
Cassin's Kingbird i o 0.0° 4. 420 6: 49.7; 35 377) 15 1131 1 12.3° 22
Western Kingbird .0 00, 0 00 1 83l 0 00, 1, 76' 0o 00 3
Violet-green Swallow T3l 239, O 00/ © 00" O 0.0 0, 00 O 0.0 4
Western Scrub-Jay i 0 00/ 0 00 O 00; O 00 o0 00, 0;. 00 1
American Crow T 0 00 0 0ol O 00: O 00; 1, 76 O 0.0 1
* [Bridied Titmouse i 15/ 120f 0. 00, O 0.0 . 0 00! 0 00f O 0.0, 0
White-breasted Nuthatch 1 80 255 2624~ -4 ----83 2| 21.5 2 15.1 1 123 - )
Bewick's Wren 4l 319! 45; 472] -6 497 8 86.1 7\ 529 7 86.1! 22
American Robin 0: 0.0, 1; 105 1 8.3 2, 215 11 76, O 0.0 4
European Starling 0 0.0, 3: a15{ 12| 993 4 43.0 71 529 0 0.0. 30
Bell's Vireo 0 001 O 00! O 0.0, O 0.0 1 76, O 0.0: 0
_ [Plumbeous Vireo 1 80| O 00/ O 00] O 0.0/ o0 00f o0 00 2
Lucy's Warbler 75 5081 8’ 840 15| 124.2] 1] 1184i 7i 529, 10 123.0, 6|
Yellow Warbler 8638 11] 110.2] 14| 1159[11.5] 123.7] 17| 1284 10 123.0! 30
Common Yellowthroat 3l 2391 0, 00| O 00{ 0 00 4| 302 0 0.0
Yellow-breasted Chat 13l 1036 7 735, 5 414 0 0.0{ 20! 15100 7 86.1: -5
Summer Tanager 3] 239} 35] 367 4 33.1 3 3230 4l 302 3! 36.9° 1
Northern Cardinal 1, 80/ 0 00 O 00, O 00f 2, 154 O 0.0
Black-headed Grosbeak 2. 159 2 21.0: 21 166 4 430L 3 227 4: 492 8
Blue Grosbeak 3, 239, 2| 210/ 3] 248/ 4 430f 3] 2277 5 61.5; 14
Indigo Bunting 2, 159 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0: 1
Spotted Towhee: 5T 399 2. 210, 4, 331 0 00 6. 453! OF 0.0' 10
Abert's Towhee 0 00, 0 00 1 83 O 00! 1 76] 11 123 5
Lark Sparrow - 0 00 0 0.0 1 8.3 1 10.8 0 0.0 0 0.0; 0
Brown-headed Cowbird 5399, 7| 735 6] 497 5 538 3] 227 7 86.11 NA
Bullock's Oriole 1 8.0 6! 630, 7| 579 4 430, 3 227| 0S5 6.1! 18
House Finch 4 319 5! 525 11} 910 12; 1291 2|  15.1 3 36.9° 23
Lesser Goldfinch 7] 558, 8, 840 14| 1159; 8 861, 15| 113.3! 81 984: 59




ATTACHMENT “C" Aely

Gila Valley Willow Flycatcher Study: Summary of 1997 Season

Five sites were chosen as focal patches for this study:.one on Forest Service property upstream
from the U-Bar Ranch,-and two stringers and two larger patches on the U-Bar itself. Within the 5
patches, breeding birds were surveyed approximately every 3 days, and nest searches were
conducted for all species. In addition, searches were conducted for flycatcher nests in non-focal
~ plots on the U-Bar every 1-2 weeks.

Avian Community Structure

~ Nests: a total of 267 nests were found of 30 species in the 5 focal patches. Ten or more nests
were found for each of 6 species: Mourning Dove (67), Willow Flycatcher (58), Yellow-breasted
* Chat (30), Lesser Goldfinch (15), Western Wood Pewee (12), and Black-chinned Hummmgbnrd
(10). An additional 34 flycatcher nests were located in 10 non-focal patches .

Cowbird Parasitism: Two species, Yellow-breasted Chats and Yellow Warblers, were heavily
parasitized by Brown-headed Cowbirds. Of 23 nesting attempts by Chats for which we know the
outcome, 11 (48%) were parasitized by cowbirds. In some chat nests, 4 of S eggs were of
cowbirds. Six of 10 (60%) nesting attempts of known outcome by Yellow Warblers were
parasitized. This figure may be inaccurate because we were unable to monitor adequately most
warbler nests due to their height (mean = 9.7 m). Other species parasitized by Cowbirds were
Vermilion Flycatcher, Plumbeous Vireo, Summer Tanager, Lucy’s Warbler, Lesser Goldfinch,
Spotted Towhee, Abert’s Towhee, and Blue Grosbeak'.

Willow Flycatcher Breeding

Nests: A total of 92 flycatcher nests were found. The majority of nests were in boxelder (84%),
with lesser numbers in willows (all species 5%), Russian olive (9%), Arizona alder (1%) and salt
- cedar (1%). Mean nest height was 7.0 m, and ranged from 1.2 to 16.4 meters. Nests in boxelder
were significantly higher on average (7.7 m) than those in other species (3.2 m).

Nesting Success: Because most nests were too high to monitor directly (by visual inspection
using mirror poles), and because we limited the frequency of nest visits to minimize disturbance to
breeding birds, we have incomplete data for many nests. Therefore, for the following summary
statistics, a range of possible values is presented based on different assumptions.

For the 68 flycatcher nests of known outcome, nesting success (percent of nests that
fledged at least one young) was relatively high -- 53%. If all 24 nests of unknown outcome are
assumed to have failed, the minimum nesting success of this population in 1997 would be 39%
(fairly typical for a small migratory songbird). The corresponding maximum nesting success rate
would be 65%. Overall, a minimum of 78 fledgling flycatchers were produced from nests on the
U-Bar and Forest Service sites in 1997.

Cowbird Parasitism: The exact frequency of cowbird parasitism on flycatchers is unknown for
reasons outlined above. We were able to examine the contents of 34 nests. Of these, 5 contained
cowbird eggs (14.7%). Three of the five were immediately abandoned after receiving a cowbird -



egg. Anecdotal information suggests low nests were more heavily parasitized than higher nests,
and those we could see into were low nests. Therefore the overall rate of nest parasitism is
probably lower than the observed rate. Three nesting attempts were known to produce cowbird
fledglings; for two of these no nest was found.

Nest Site Characteristic Mensuration

Vegetation was measured at 72 flycatcher nests and 29 null points (grid points in focal plots
>100ft from an active nest or singing perch). At each point we quantified plant species
composition and abundance, canopy height, canopy and ground cover, and vertical foliage
density. Analyses will determine (1) if and how flycatcher nest sites differ from unused (null) sites
within occupied plots; and (2) if flycatcher breedmg success is.correlated with measures of habitat -
structure. . ‘

Future Directions

If adequate funding is available, future research will:

. continue surveying avian community in focal patches. :

»  increase flycatcher monitoring efforts to obtain better estimates of nestmg success and
parasitism.

. band adult and fledgling flycatchers.

. address landscape-level questions of habitat use by ﬂycatchers by comparing physical and

vegetative characteristics of occupied and unoccupied riparian patches.



ATTACHMENT “F"

Western New Mexico University

Depariment of
Natural Science

12 July 1997
Subject: Meeting of the Habitat _Asséssment team for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

- Dr. Deborah M. Finch
United States Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Research Station
2205 Columbia Dr., SE
Albuquerque, NM 87106

. Dear Debbie:

Circumstances prevent my attending the meeting in Flégstaﬂ, but | very much appreciate the
invitation to attend, and | had hoped to do so. In lieu of my presence, | herewith furnish some
detailed comments, illustrated with a few slides, which | hope can be presented at the meeting.

At intervals over the past four decades | have recorded Willow Flycatchers in the Gila River
Valley of Grant and Hidalgo counties. My early observations were not particularly directed
toward that species, but were made in connection with general bird surveys, hundreds of _
birding visits and numerous field trips with my ornithology classes (over a 30-year period).
During the past few years greater attention has been given to the breeding population (assumed
to be Empidonax traillii extimus), on the limited occupied areas of the Gila National Forest
(often with Paul Boucher), and especially on private property owned by Phelps Dodge
Corporation and managed by the U Bar Ranch. The latter has been part of my traditional local
birding grounds since 1958. In recent years | have visited this property (as a guest of U Bar
manager David Ogilvie) often accompanying my colleague Dr. Roland Shook and/or Mr. Dennis
Parker who is specifically monitoring Willow Flycatchers on the U Bar for Phelps Dodge
Corporation. :

For many years | associated this flycatcher (during breeding season) almost exclusively with
riparian shrub willows, the latter sometimes mixed with low trees such as Goodding's willow,
young Fremont's cottonwoods and boxelders plus seepwillow shrubs (Baccharis glutinosa) or,
more locally, alders; but invariably in the immediate vicinity of the Gila River itself or along
adjacent backwaters. .[See Slide 1}

During the late 80's and early 90's | visited the Gila Valley less frequently, and when there |
recorded few flycatchers--reflecting, | assumed, the subspecies’ general decline. Consequently,
it came as a surprise when | began devoting more time to the Gila during the mid-1990's, to
learn from Dennis Parker, and later from my own field observations, that these birds were
present in appreciable numbers in habitat that | considered to be atypical for the species. This
habitat was of two intergrading sub-types: (1) [Slides 2-4], patches or blocks of ‘tall
floodplain forest or woodland dominated by cottonwood and boxeider but mixed with some
sycamore, ash, hackberry, muiberry, Russian olive, and occasional tamarisk or honely locust
(2) [Slides 5-6] narrow to very narrow corridors or "stringers” of the same woody plant
species, though often with Russian Olive as a major component, alongside water diversion
ditches amid cattle pastures and former agricultural land [Slide 7].

P.O. Box 680 Silver City, New Mexico 8806
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Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service .

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021.

Dear Mr. Spangle: January 26, 2004

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly imperiled southwestern ___
willow flycatcher. The cumulative effects of more than a century of damaging livestock grazing have left us with e
a legacy of degraded habitat for this, and many other riparian dependent species. In order to ensure the survival of
this amazing migratory bird it is important to exclude harmful federal activities such as livestock grazing from its
habitat. Fewer than 1,000 breeding pairs of the southwestern willow flycatcher remain throughout its range. Nine
years of nearly range wide surveys (1993-2001) found a total of only 986 flycatcher territories spread across
southern California, Arizona, New Mexico and southern Colorado, Utah and Nevada, Those breeding areas that —
support the largest number of flycatchers are also in peril from cow birds, fires, water projects, and replacement of |RY
native habitats by introduced plant species.

Pr

Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important to recovery in the] Hel
Recovery Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more likely to be improving than species without.
This beneficial contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to, the separate beneficial effects of
recovery plans and increasing time on the endangered species list. Species with critical habitat and recovery plans
for more than ten years are more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be declining than
species with no critical habitat and recovery plan for less than ten years. The courts have ruled that "neither the Act v
nor the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when designation would be merely less
- beneficial to the species than another type of protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of
Interior, 113 F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and believe critical habitat adds
protection even in cases where there is some existing protection. ' '
Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their historic range,
prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance
of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by areas that would reconnect existing populations across
the landscape. ' '

I

Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year ﬂoodplain.

Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the
aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide ?
a necessary structural component supporting flycatcher habitat. : ,J

Thank-you for takmg the t1me to consider these comments. _

Sincerely, S . frpye L |
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RE

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher'
Critical Habitat Designation

NEPA Public Scoping
COMMENT FORM

celfoore, USCS

scuthwestern Wiliow Flycatcher
Critical Habitat Designation
iabitat Designalion -

" The foIloWing comments, which identify my issues, c_on;iérns, and/or information, are provided for the Public
Scoping Process for the anticipated Critical Habitat Proposal.

_Thank you for this nppnri-unii-y

~

 After listening and reading at the meeting it appears to me

that the problem is not cowvs (grazing) or people but it is , ]\N

tThe cow bird. As I understand the cow bird takes over the
Flycatcher nest, pushing out the FIycatcher eggs 1f necessary
just—as—the—C€uckoos do—{same famity )= :

In the past Fish & CGame has removed caow_bhird eggs from the
Flyvcatcher nest......My parents taucght us that we were never to
touch a birds nest because the bird would not return. Is this
still done?

—

'Dnrha_ps'nrn should jnc-l- et Mother Jg[a_t_u_r_e__sn‘lvn this _She knows mn'r'g7
than we ever will. :

Your comments and contact information will become part of a publicly available record. If you have concerns
about the distribution of this information, or your expectations under the Privacy Act, please indicate th
the top of your comments. : | ERE R B

ea——

Vr—— 7 1

i

i
{13
‘-.
i

Comments MUST BE RECEIVED by Marc

Additional comments and information can be sent separately to the



dartley@connectwireless.us
01/23/2004 10:08 )
Subject: Scoping Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

I saw in the newspaper that you were taking American citizens

comments whether to designate critical habitat for the

southwestern willow flycatcher once again. Here is how I feel

about this. Before I get specific, I wish to state that the

extinction of any creature breaks my heart ... especially when o
it comes because of man's greed and quest for riches. =

I ask you to protect this magnificent bird with critical habitat
where:

1) good flycatcher habitat exists, but is not occupied,

2) good flycatcher habitat exists, that is occupied,

3) after good habitat is identified, enlarge it to include
moderate habitat, especially if this expansion would provide a Hfii
"safe zone" between breeding populations, '
4) since flycatchers are dependant on wet areas, riparian areas

and flood plains for their insect food, make sure each critical
habitat area designated includes some of these areas,

Thanks in advance for taking these comments into consideration
as you work towards a final decision.

Sincerely,

Dick Artley
415 East North 2nd
Grangeville, Idaho 83530
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glbeckman@hotmail.com
Subject: Southwestern Flycatcher
01/28/2004 08:55 PM

Dear Mr. Spangle:
Please save the critical habitat for the endangered Southwest
Flycatcher. Thanks.

Gary Beckman
5808 Delabarre
Las Vegas, NV 89108

T-000
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Lleb4923@aol.com
01/25/2004 11:08 AM
Subject: Willow Flycatcher Critical Habitat

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office
US Fish and Wildlife Service )
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix AZ 85021

Dear Mr. Spangle:

As a person who values what little wildlife habitat we already are able to

hang on to for our children and grandchildren to enjoy and benefit from, I f;@

am making the following comments on the redesignation of critical habitat

for the highly endangered southwestern species of the Willow Flycatcher.

Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and a

recovery of this flycatcher and should include the following: ;:] e
N

1. All presently or recently occupied flycatcher habitat, including those
areas protected by conservation plans or other measures. Critical habitat Ht;i
adds protection even in cases where there is some existing protection.

2. Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more
viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles
of existing territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal
distance of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by areas
that would reconnect existing populations across the landscape.

3. Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year
floodplain.

4. Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian
vegetation and utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic %j
environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for the flycatcher, ” }
and the stream banks that provide a necessary structural component _ml
supporting flycatcher habitat.

We travel to southwestern United States specifically to see the wonderful 61-
diversity of bird species that inhabit and breed in your unique areas.
Bird/nature watchers spend money in areas that support these activities. i E5

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments.
Cordially,

/s/ Elizabeth Bell

Elizabeth Bell

5868 Pioneer Road 8

St. Paul Park MN 55071-1143

651 459-4150
1lebd923@aocl.com
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~ wberg@socal.rr.com
01/24/2004 09:44
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, UsS. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021 ’

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of
critical habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher. ‘
Critical habitat is has already been established to ensure the
survival and recovery of the flycatcher.
* Critical habitat should be Only currently and recently : / L
occupied flycatcher habitat Not areas where they were 50 years r \Wb”“
ago.

—
* The areas between populatidns less than 50 miles does not need ! o
to be closed to public access, the birds will still fly between fs
these populations! Keep receational access open.

* Designated critical habitat should suould NOT encompass the:] Hi@i/
100~year floodplain. i

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

WAYNE BERG
8616 Comanche Ave
Winnetka, California 91306

g
Ecd

\\3
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bhboe@softhome.net
01/26/2004 01:05
Subject: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle
Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103

~Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of
critical habitat for the highly imperiled southwestern willow
flycatcher. Critical habitat should include:

—_——
* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and )
all areas identified as important to recovery in the Recovery }%& 1’
Plan.

* gufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider
and more viable portion of their historic range.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the
100-year floodplain. ' IPE:L

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include

riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the
aquatic environment.

and recovery of the flycatcher. Thank-you for taking the time to

Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival "
Chl
consider these comments.

Sincerely,
Bradley H Boe

4000 Faraon
St Joseph, Missouri 64506

(=%}
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cmbrady@csupomona . edu
01/23/2004 05:29
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phcenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure, and this has
been shown to be true with respect to protecting the habitat of .

T&E species. Please give the SWWIFL Recovery Plan your most ﬁbfi
careful attention. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to

ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and other

plant and animal species in the same community.

Thank you for your time and attention!

Sincerely,

Christine Brady

5424 Briney Pt St

3801 W. Temple Ave.

La Verne, California 91750



1-065

dalebuskirk@cox.net
01/25/2004 11:58 aM
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

- T~
The following are my comments on redesignation of critical
habitat for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. Critical habitat CHl
is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of

the flycatcher.

All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat as well
as all areas identified as important to recovery in the Recovery
Plan should be included. Critical habitat adds protéction even
in cases where there is some existing protection.

Sufficient habitat is necessary to allow recovery of Flycatchers
to a wider and more viable portion of their historic range.

Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the Ve
100-year floodplain. Hed

Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian
vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic
environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for the
flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary
structural component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these .comments. whwwi

Sincerely,

DALE BUSKIRK
6128 W. MESCAL ST.
GLENDALE, Arizona 85304



jonatdav@nmsu.edu
01/29/2004 10:03 AM

28 January 2004

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW)
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021.

RE: protection of habitat for the Southwestern willow flycatcher
Dear Mr. Spangle,

Please accept my comments below concerning the designation of critical
habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher, a rare and endangered
species. As all of the venues are at least two hours from my home, I will
not be able to attend in person. The USFW should seriously attempt to
ensure the survival and recovery of the SW willow flycatcher by:

including within the Recovery Plan all currently and recently occupied lTﬁl—
flycatcher habitat as well as suitable habitats; simply being on the

Endangered Species list is not enought. In addition, recovery plans need a -
minimum of ten years as species are much more less likely to recover over

shorter time frames. And I agree with the courts over what constitutes 'Ck}l
reasonable designations (Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of
Interior, 113 F.3d 1121, 1127, 9th Cir. 1997);

‘prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing territories, the observed
maximum dispersal distance of flycatchers between breeding populations,
which will allow for gene flow; !#%ﬁl

designating critical habitat should encompass, as a minimum, the 100-year
floodplain.

And finally, SW willow flycatchers require riparian vegetation as well as }
the aquatic environment in order to feed, so obviously the protection and tH}l
creation of such habitats should be promoted in the recovery plan. If this
requires the removal of cattle from these habitats, then this should be

ordered. It is well known that cattle contribute signficantly to the R
destruction of riparian habitats in the southwestern US, which affect the fq&ti
SW willow flycatcher as well as many other species.

Thank you for accepting this comment into the public record.
Sincerely,

Jonathan E. "Jack" Davis, Ph.D.

Horticulture/Forestry,

PO Box 555, Mesilla,
NM 88046
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kpd@email.arizona.edu
01/23/2004 06:00
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

The southwestern willow flycatcher is teetering on the brink of extinction,

mainly due to the destruction or encroachment upon its natural-ripapian habitat /V*ﬂ-
by beef cattle. Protection of this habitat will benefit not only the

flycatcher, but many other endangered creatures as well. Good biodiversity is

the sign of a healthy environment. The willingness to protect critical habitat 1
to maintain or improve biodiversity is a step in the right direction 'in our o s
responsibility as caretakers of this planet.

This flycatcher has suffered reversals in the past based upon the advocacy of .
cattle ranchers. The last I checked, the beef cow is. not endangered, and the 'PQ)&'
cattle industry is already protected by significant government subsidies.

Please protect the habitat of the southwestern willow flycatcher from

unnecessary destruction of wetlands by cattle. Please include the following
provisions in your policy. ’

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas _ijzf)P 1
identified as important to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critical e
habitat are significantly more likely to be improving than species without.

This beneficial contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to,

the separate beneficial effects of recovery plans and increasing time on the

endangered species list. Species with critical habitat and recovery plans for

more than ten years are more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% C'+1
less likely to be declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery

plan for less than ten years The courts have ruled that "neither the Act nor

the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when

designation would be merely less beneficial to the species than another type of
protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of Interior, 113

F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and believe critical ,+£;1
habitat adds protection even in cases where there is some existing protection. o

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more
viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of
existing territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance
of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by areas that would
reconnect existing populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year }H;i
floodplain.

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation
utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a
primary source of insect prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that
provide a necessary structural component supporting flycatcher habitat.

.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.
Sincerely,
KEVIN DREES

2727 E LEE ST
TUCSON, Arizona 85716



eb@vermontel .net
01/27/2004 08:16 AM
Subject: Comments -~ Critical Habitat for Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Because I cannot attend any of the public hearing, I ask that you accept the
following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the southwestern CHa
willow flycatcher.

In my opinion, with fewer than 1,000 territorial pairs of this species

remaining due to extensive habitat destruction, prompt designation of ??4§
critical habitat is essential for the survival and recovery of the

flycatcher. Evidence has shown that species with both a recovery plan and

designated critical habitat are much more likely to increase than those ‘
without such habitat designation. The existence of another form of protectio CH*W\}LL
is not a sufficient basis for deciding not to designated critical

habitat.

Designated critical habitat should include all habitat identified as

necessary for recovery in the Recovery Plan as well as all currently or

recently occupied habitat. It also should be sufficient to permit recovery of
flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their historic range, with HE"I
highest priority given to areas within 50 miles of existing territories, the
approximate observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between

breeding populations, followed by areas that would reconnect existing

populations. Critical habitat should include at least the 100-year o
floodplain.

In addition, elements of critical habitat should include not only the

riparian vegetation utilized by the species, but also the aquatic :
environment, which serves as a primary source of insect prey for the H£'1
flycatcher, and the streambanks, which constitute a necessary structural
component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Please procedd to redesignate critical habitat for the southwestern willow CH.
flycatcher without delay. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
WALLACE ELTON

69 ELM HILL STREET
SPRINGFIELD, Vermont 05156

i
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jtfld@msn.com
01/25/2004 02:53 PM
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Riparian habitats are absolutely essential to the survival and recovery of this

species, reduced to less than a thousand spread across southern California, Arizona, q%gA
New Mexico, extreme southern Nevada, Utah, and Colorado. The vast majority of .
populations consist of fewer than 10 pairs, placing the species as a whole at imminent

risk of extinction. A primary threat to the survival of the flycatcher is the wanton
destruction of southwest riparian areas through livestock grazing, water wit:h<51rawa11,:7§?_\J "\
groundwater pumping, and urban development. Please accept the following comments on
redesignation of critical habitat for the highly imperiled southwestern willow

flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival C%JYQ

and recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified a%:7/45
important to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critical habitat are

significantly more likely to be improving than species without. This beneficial
contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to, the separate beneficial
effects of recovery plans and increasing time on the endangered species list. Species

with critical habitat and recovery plans for more than ten years are more than {rij
three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be declining than species| "~
with no critical habitat and recovery plan for less than ten years The courts have

ruled that "neither the Act nor the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation

of habitat when designation would be merely less beneficial to the species than

another type of protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of

Interior, 113 F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and v
believe critical habitat adds protection even in cases where there is some existing }}Ej.
protection.

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable
portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing
territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher
between breeding populations, followed by areas that would reconnect ‘existing
populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the
100-year floodplain.

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilizdd
by the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of
insect prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary
structural component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

jim field

508 candado

el paso, Texas 79912

174
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-Mike Fleishman

michael . fleishman@law.arizona.edu
Subject: SW Willow Flycatcher
01/23/2004 03:12 PM

Steve Spangle-

Please consider very carefully the designation status of the SW Willow
Flycatcher. If the time was taken to grant critical habitat to this F\Avr
species : ST
back in '95, there was a good reason. Nine years later, it all the more

crucial to act. Thank you for your consideration. Take care.

Mike Fleishman
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mfriedenbach@yahoo.com
01/23/2004 07:54
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Water resources and the habitats surrounding them should be respected and —
shared by all users. Unfortunately, some of those users can't speak for .
themselves. Flycatcher habitat is important not just to the bird but to those Vv'v7
of us that want to keep healthy environments from disappearing! Please accept

the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly

imperiled southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely

necessary to ensure the survival and recovexy of the flycatcher and should C_H'Z.
include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas i P'i?l
identified as important to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critical
habitat are significantly more likely to be improving than species without.

This beneficial contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to,

the separate beneficial effects of recovery plans and increasing time on the
endangered species list. Species with critical habitat and recovery plans for

more than ten years are more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% Fk%”
less likely to be declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery u
plan for less than ten years The courts have ruled that "neither the Act nor

the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when

designation would be merely less beneficial to the species than another type of
protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of Interior, 113

F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and believe critical:? )ﬁﬁj
habitat adds protection even in cases where there is some existing protection. o

o
H

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider

and more viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing

areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to )L 1
the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between fre
breeding populations, followed by areas that would reconnect

existing populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the:j %)F-j
100-year floodplain. <

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include

riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the

aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey f}ﬁ j
for the flyc¢atcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary
structural component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

Maggie Friedenbach
10344 Becker Road
Savanna, Illinois 61074

4
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frostchotmail.com
01/24/2004 10:02
Subject: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of
critical habitat for the highly imperiled southwestern willow
flycatcher.

Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival
and recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and_—’f
all areas identified as important to recovery in the Recovery
Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more P
likely to be improving than species without. :]

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider
and more viable portion of their historic range.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the
100-year floodplain.

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include
riparian vegetation, the aquatic environment, and streambanks.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

Christopher Frost
20 Village Park Ct
Scotch Plains, New Jersey 07076

(HZ.
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graphicshelly@yahoo.com
01/29/2004 10:32 AaM
Subject: Dying Planet

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

I think it's awful that you do not considexr the beauty and
benefits of having other species on this earth besides humans.

If you want to keep killing off specie after specie without the
concent of other citizens of this world, then see if I ever move
to one of your once-beautiful and healthy now-ruined and ugly j
"properties" that will be sold to land-"owners" who think they
can harm eco-systems at will because it is "thiexrs". There will

be consequences to this. Not just to you, but to the whole

planet and whoever so happens to roam this world after we are

long gone.

Sincerely,
Shelly Hansen

230 Rice Creek Boulevard
Fridley, Minnesota 55432

e



tucsonjam@hotmail.com
01/24/2004 08:36
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

I am concerned that this species of songbird will be a vic;im of ??¢r1
our reckless destruction of habitat. Riparian areas in all ~ b
regions of the southwest are threatened by over grazing and
increasingly be development. Critical habitat is absolutely -

necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher ﬁ}\?”
and should include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and .
all areas identified as important to recovery in the Recovery P*k/l
Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more
likely to be improving than species without. This beneficial
contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to,
the separate beneficial effects of recovery plans and increasing
time on the endangered species list. Species with critical
habitat and recovery plans for more than ten years are more than
three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be
declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery
plan for less than ten years The courts have ruled that "neither
the Act nor the implementing regulations sanctions
nondesignation of habitat when designation would be merely less
beneficial to the species than another type of protection.®
Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of Interior, 113
F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and
believe critical habitat adds protection even in cases where
there is some existing protection.

CH L
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* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider
and more viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing
areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to
the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between
breeding populations, followed by areas that would reconnect
existing populations across the landscape. '4+

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the
100-year floodplain. )

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include

riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the
aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey

for the flycatcher, and the. streambanks that provide a necessariﬂj
structural component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

ANNE HELWIG
812 S MAIN AVE
TUCSON, Arizona 85701
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Jean Hinkle

chinkles @zialink.com

Subject: The Southwestern Willow Flycatcher.
02/10/2004 03:16 PM »

Dear Field Supervisor Steve Spangle:

We urge you to make the designation of "Critical Habitat" for the sake of saving this
endangered species--the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. As you probably know, the fiycatcher-
has been reduced to less than 1,000 territories, spread across southern California, Arizona, New
Mexico and extreme southern Nevada, Utah and Colorado. The vast majority of '
populations consist of lower than 10 pairs, placing the species as a whole
at imminent risk of extinction.

TRA

As with other species, the primary threat to the survival of the
flycatcher is the wanton destruction of southwest riparian areas through AT
lifestock grazing; water withdrawal; groundwater pumping; and urban
development. ’

The designation of Critical Habitat provides an additional level of ;] HED
protection, forcing agencies to consider the impacts of their actions

actions they permit on the flycatcher’s habitat, regardless of whether tha_t:] CH5
habitat is occupied. :

Designated Critical Habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year
floodplain; more viable portions of their historic range; prioritizing
areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to the | \ ¥
observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding e
populations; and areas that would reconnect existing populations across the
landscape.

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

Chuck and Jean Hinkle
HC 81 Box 362

Las Vegas, NM 87701
(505) 425-1656



kesich@npacc.net
01/24/2004 08:12 .
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

We can no longer treat our planet as an infinite resource, degrading areas and 47
moving on. The health of our ecosystems must be our highest priority. The -
sustainability of all human activities must be carefully considered. The "1
degradation of riparian habitat by cattle has widespread impact. The flycatcher -~
is serving as a canary in the coalmine. Redesignating critical habitat is the
right thing to do, please do so. --- Please accept the following comments on RPN
redesignation of critical habitat for the highly imperiled southwestern willow ( }} 1.
flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and
recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

hal

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas “;7 ﬂ}ﬁfl
identified as important to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critica

habitat are significantly more likely to be improving than species without.

This beneficial contribution is statistically independent of, and additive to,

the separate beneficial effects of recovery plans and increasing time on the

endangered species list. Species with critical habitat and recovery plans for

more than ten years are more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% C'H 1
less likely to be declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery ’
plan for less than ten years The courts have ruled that "neither the Act nor

the implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when

designation would be merely less beneficial to the species than another type of
protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of Interior, 113

F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). We support this reasoning and believe critical

habitat adds protection even in cases where there is some existing protection.

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider
and more viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing
areas within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to
the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between
breeding populatiocns, followed by areas that would reconnect
existing populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the *}{;} v
100-year floodplain. ;

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include
riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the

aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey
for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a. necessary 5
structural component supporting flycatcher habitat. ‘j

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,
JOHN KESICH

RR 2 BOX 168A
MILLERTON, Pennsylvania 16936

{fiis
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DIANE LA CHUSA
la_chusa@hotmail.com »
Subject: Critical habitat for endangered southwestern willow flycatcher

01/22/2004 09:26 PM

Dear Mr. Spangle,
Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat .
For the highly for the highly endangered southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical / ‘ﬂ§§ z‘

- habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher

And should include:

* All presently or reéently occupied flycatcher habitat, including those areas
protected by conservation plans or other measures. Critical habitat adds protection
even in cases where there is some existing protection.

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable
portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of existing
territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher
between breeding populations, followed by areas that would reconnect existing
populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat shoul d encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain.
* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation
utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the aguatic enviromment, which is a
primary source of insect prey for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that
provide a necessary structural component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

Diane La Chusa
2220 East 1llth Street

National City, CA 91950
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Steve Loe

sloe @fs.fed.us

02/12/2004 02:09 PM

Subject: Willow Flycatcher Critical Habitat

_—

| wanted to advise the Service and Greg that in recent years, we have found

the San Bernardino National Forest to be very important to swwf . We have

located 30 some territories in the past 4 years concentrated in the Santa

Ana River, Bear Creek, Holcomb Creek, Big Bear Lake/Van Dusen Creek, Mill

Creek (Santa Ana Watershed), Deep Creek (Mojave River Watershed) (San 4.4
Bernardino County) and Bautista Canyon (Santa Ana Watershed) (Riverside- [/ }.0 -
County). We also have numerous sites with single territories. The

importance of the National Forest was recognized in the Recovery Plan, but

I wanted to make sure it wasn’t overlooked in the designation of critical

habitat. If you have any questions, don’t hesitate to call or e-mail.

Steve Loe —

e sk e e e e e e e e e e e e ok ke e ke 3 e e e e T ek e e e e e e s e e e ke e e vl e o ek o e e ek ke ke ok Rk ek ok ok

Steve Loe - Forest Biologist

San Bernardino National Forest

Phone 909-382-2724

E-mail: sloe @fs.fed.us or Steve Loe @fs.fed.us
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omid_mahdavi@hotmail.com
01/31/2004 11:42 AM
Subject: Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,
Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for the highly imperiled h‘) e
southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival an _/

recovery of the flycatcher and should include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important to
recovery in the Recovery Plan.

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more viable portion of their
historic range.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. \’\ b »\i--

* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the

flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey

for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural component supportmu
flycatcher habitat.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

Omid Mahdavi
136 S. Palace Gardens
Tucson, Arizona 85748

1
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Angiegm2003 @wmconnect.com
02/01/2004 12:12 PM
Subject: re: redesignation of flycatcher habitat

February 1, 2003
re: Redesignation of habitat for Southwestern willow flycatcher
Dear Sir:

Following please find our comments about the above-mentioned habitat designation:
1. We opposed the designation of more protected habitat and agree with the court de0|3|on _J i }‘ ;
limiting designated habitat.

2. We believe that habitat designations are too often specifically designed to limit or eliminatej 0w AT
human activities on lands. . -

3. We believe that sensible human activities (responsible grazing, logging, mining, etc.) are a 3 Ak
viable use of public and private lands and that their continuance is essential for the social and l
economic survival of most Western rural areas. _

4. We believe that most animals can co-exist with responsible human use of lands. We also
recognize that extinction is a natural process that has occurred and will occur in the absence of
human intervention or even human existence. In some cases, trying to save a species could be
interpreted as exerting undue influence against natural laws. If a species cannot adapt and co-
exist with sensible human use, perhaps it is because it is it’s 'time’ to become extinct. We also
believe that if a species becomes extinct, some other species will adapt to fill its ecological niche.
In other words, the system will not collapse if a species is lost, and millions of years of life on
earth has proved.

5. While we believe that reasonable provisions should be taken to protect species, we do not / A
believe that these provisions should penalize responsible land owners and land users.

6. If the government believes that it is essential to protect species by penalizing those who use™
the land, then taxpayers must be assessed to repay those whose livelihoods are jeopardized. If /
grazing is limited, then those ranchers should be paid for the amount that they will lose over the !
next few decades. If the viability of their private ranches is jeopardized by the loss of grazing ‘}
permlts they should be adequately compensated for those future losses. —

—
7. As taxpayers, we are very tired of our hard- earned money being used to help pay millions of ]
dollars to preserve each species that someone wants to protect. We also object to our money ‘
~ being used to to acquire more habitat and to compensate those penalized by species protection. /

In conclusion, we object to more designated habitat for the Southwestern willow flycatcher. j CAL

Angie and Bruce Many



ramertz@access.mountain.net
01/23/2004 04:11 )
Subject: Comments for Southwestern willow flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

As a Biology, Wildlife Management and Environmental Earth Science teacher .
working in the public school systems of several states, for over twenty years I
have been teaching students the importance of a sustainable life style. I want
them to learn to live within the ecological budget of Earth. The quality of
life for the present and future generations depends on keeping the life
sustaining diversity of our complex life systems healthy. Although there are
some impressive self-maintaining dynamics at work to stabilize these systems,
there are limits to their ability to correct for continued stress. The
geological record is full of evidence showing sudden drastic upheavals and
ecological disasters. We have no valid reason to believe that we humans with
our huge powers to alter the climate and ecosystems will not trigger another
watershed shift in the world¢s balance that will result in condition that
renders the Earth unsuitable for human life, or that degrades the quality of
our existence to a much lower level. It is our duty as the most powerful
species to exist on this planet to use our might to protect the integrity of
our life support systems for the benefit of all living things, to do anything
is the extreme in narrow minded, short sighted self indulgent stupidity.

e P A e e
meniomnarm ————.

The two sons my wife and I have produced are the most important things in my
world. We have done everything to raise them to be strong and healthy. We have
tried to equip them to enjoy their lives to the fullest extent while making a
substantial contribution to the quality of life of others. They are sons to ]
make us proud. Now it is my job to do my part to see that they, and their
future children, and all their children¢s children have a quality existence as
well. The love I feel for my sons demands that I do nothing less than give this
effort my full persistent attention. I am asking you to consider, do you have
people in your life that mean this much to you? Will you do your part to make
sure that all our children will have a future full of interesting creatures,
clean water and pure air? Please help me for the sake of all of our children.

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat for
the highly imperiled southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat is
absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the flycatcher and
should include: -

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas
identified as important to recovery in the Recovery Plan. Species with critical
habitat are significantly more. likely to be improving than species without.

* Sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more
viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles of
existing territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal distance
of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by areas that would
reconnect existing populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year
floodplain.



* Constituent elements of critical habitat should include riparian vegetation
utilized by the flycatcher, as well as the aquatic environment, which is a
primary source of insect prey

for the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural
component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank-you for taking the time to consider these comments.

Sincerely,

ROBERT A. MERTZ
1205 MULBERRY RIDGE ROAD
SPENCER, West Virginia 25276

—
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res0z5qgo@verizon.net
01/23/2004 06:36
Subject: Please help this songbird.

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office

A7
Please re-establish the critical Habitat for the Southwestern Willow :]’ ]
Flycatcher. We cannot let the livestock ranchers intimidate the American‘ij ﬁkﬂl
People and their efforts in keeping this bird from extinction. Please also | .
.consider in making the widest designation possible for this songbird to ’CAXL
have a chance to survive.

Thank you,

Cheryl Pruitt )
Victorville, CA. 92392

¥
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Kojak1415@aol.com
02/14/2004 12:24 PM
Subject: Please designate more critical habitat for the flycatcher

) L
Hello. The flycatcher is in dire trouble, most populations being onlyl 10:] Pea
pairs in number. Their habitat has been destroyed by livestock grazing, g ]
ground water pumping and urban development. We need to give this species a_j o
helping hand. Please designate the widest possible area as critical habitat ~} (-t /
. Our endangered species need our help. The desires of Southwest ranchersj AL
should not be our nation’s sdle consmera'udﬁ'.}Other species have a claim.

Harriet Rauenzahn, Reading, PA



Mark Riddle

markariddle@hotmail.com

Subject: Southwestern willow flycatcher habitat designation comments
01/23/2004 06:01 PM

Please consider these my official comments on critical habitat designation
for the SW willow flycatcher. I support the widest habitat designationij (e
possible - all current habitat and habitat that would be important to the "
recovery of this species. The 100 year floodplain should be the minimum Ve L
width of habitat designations around streams and rivers, in order to /
provide effective riparian vegetation for this species' survival needs. IJ

think the ESA works well when wide swaths of critical habitat are designatedlj7(xy2

Sincerely,

Mark Riddle

907 Spartan Dr.
Missoula, MT 59801



Gregg Spindler
greggspindler@comcast.net

Subject: Southwestern willow flycatcher
01/23/2004 07:52 PM

Steve Spangle, Field Supervisor,
Arizona Ecological Services Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Phoenix, Arizona 85021.
WIFLcomments@fws.gov.

RE: Southwestern willow flycatcher

0%

We wish to comment regarding redesignation of the Southwestern willow

flycatcher critical habitat.

The Southwestern willow flycatcher is one of the most endangered songbirds
in the United States. Because the Southwestern willow flycatcher occupies

riparian habitats in the southwestern states which are subject to

increasing human pressures, groundwater pumping, agriculture and grazing,
it is important for the USFWS to designate areas for recovery of the
species. Without critical habitat designation, the Southwestern willow

flycatcher may become extinct.

Please consider our comments in this matter.

Gregg and Susan Spindler
5991 N. Placita Oleada
Tucson, AZ 85750

Thank you.

[T
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leeprairie@austin.rr.com
01/24/2004 07:34 PM
Subject: SW Willow Flycatcher

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

I offer the following comments regarding redesignation of R
critical habitat for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. There S
is no way for this species to survive and increase without a &
Critical Habitat designation.

As a retired agency biologist who managed a federally endangered

species, I am well aware that hhis designation should include

not only curretly occupied habiat but also recently occupied ];g ju
habitat and adjunct lands important as travel corridors, g
buffers, and riparian areas, as well as additional land to
expand into. Without this habitat, how can the species survive
and increase?

Thank-you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

LEE STONE
494 SH 71 W STE 140-318
BASTROP, Texas 78602

(89
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Mac Sutherlin

laurelmaccurdy@j .
Subject: comon sense plea for decency
01/23/2004 03:50 PM

Decision makers of USFS-

Please find it within YOurselves to act with decency by instating the ' ——7(1H2,
Widest possible protection for the endangered Willow Flycatcher. Cattle grazing -
in the American West is not an economically or ecologically viable activity ﬁ%&,&

For the government to prioritize above the continued existence of a migratory
song bird. :

I ask that the strongest available measures be taken to ensure protection fori]ﬁﬂ?"
this species, including keeping cattle away from all riparian areas suitable =7 )
for nesting by Willow Flycatchers. You have the fate of a species in your - A{hi
hands, please act in the public trust and not on the part of a small minority:jéhg

of vocal cattle ranchers who are more concerned with marginal economic success

for a few individuals than with the extinction of a piece of our collective ﬂ¥625
national heritage.

Thank you,

Mac Sutherlin

10252 Sterling Creek R4
Jacksonville, OR 97530

Q}//
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RAGEN S TILZEY

ragen3@juno.com

Subject: Southwestern willow flycatcher
01/24/2004 11:24 aAM

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Please accept the following comments on redesignation of critical habitat

for the highly imperiled southwestern willow flycatcher. Critical habitat 1
is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of the ‘
flycatcher .and should include:

* All currently and recently occupied flycatcher habitat, and all areas [ HTii

identified as important to recovery in- the Recovery Plan.

* Sufficient habitat to -allow recovery of flycatchers to a wider and more

viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas within 50 miles

of existing territories, which is close to the observed maximum dispersal
distance of a flycatcher between breeding populations, followed by areas \%F
that would reconnect existing populations across the landscape.

* Designated critical habitat should encompass a minimum of the 100-year
floodplain.
Thank you for your kind attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Ragen Tilzey

(Z)- %.7
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gvmardi@webtv.net
Subject: sw willow flycather
01/28/2004 10:25 aM

Please reserve all currently & recently occupied habitat for this bird &:] H[il
other species for their recovery & continued growth. Cattle grazing in )
riparian areas neds to be severely limited for wildlife & keeping ﬁ\534
streams clean. Thank you, : .

Mardelle B. Ulman

Green Valley, Az.



L-09| R3

GAULRI@cs.com
02/10/2004 10:00 AM
Subject: Willow Flycatcher Comment

Not sure if you remember but you and | spoke briefly after the Lake Isabella scoping meeting on
the Willow Flycatcher. | am still interested in the census data for the bird in 2001 through 2003. If
you could provide me any information on this or where | might be able to obtain it | would be very
appreciated.

I would also like to thank you and the other members of your group for the opportunity you
provided the local community for input on this important issue. | am hoping the turnout gave you
an indication as to the importance this valley places on this issue.

| was very disappointed in the many supporters of increased habitat for the bird that were in
attendance and yet remained silent. The meeting gave them a rare opportunity to address and
educate those in the valley that oppose many of their actions. | am confident they are not as
silent in one-on-one meetings with FWS.

Our valley is somewnhat unique. We do not have any heavy industry nor are we on any major
transportation corridor. Many of the valley residents live below or near the poverty level. The .
valleys major income producing activity is tourism. The flow of the Kern River and the level of

Lake Isabella are vital to the valleys economy.

It is unfortunate that down stream interests control much of the water in the lake. With this control
lake levels have not approached the levels ordered in the court injunction protecting critical
habitat for the bird. 1 am confident that this is a point well made by groups supporting habitat
protection.

However, without the court imposed limits there exists a greater opportunity for strategic storage
of water in the lake. The South Fork contains hundreds of acres of potential habitat, some
protected some not. Breeding territories range from .25 to 5.7 acres. With over 1200 acres of
existing protected habitat we now have somewhere between 200 and 5,000 potential breeding
territories.

Considering habitat in private hands | would estimate that perhaps 10 times that number may R oY
exist today. It seems reasonable to assume that enough habitat already exists to sustain and j Lo+ g
increase the Flycatcher population. It also seems reasonable to assume that other factors sucr] =y
as wintering grounds, migration routes and predators are havmg a greater impact than just the -
amount of protected breeding habitat in this area.

Lok

| strongly oppose any additional habitat that will place storage limits on Lake Isabella. Such fimits  § Lol
have the potential to do much greater harm to the local economy than to the Flycatcher's habitat

or existence.

Sincerely,

Gary J. Ulrich
(760) 379-2123



Arthur D Unger

alunger@juno.com

Subject: Attn: Flycatcher NEPA Scoping
02/07/2004 10:58 PM

my chapter of the Sierra Club. Today’s comments are only from me, not the Sierra Club.

Critical Habitat for the Southwest willow flycatcher On 2/3/04 | handed in comments on behalf of 7__?,\;) 2,7k

We'need an EIS, not just an EA. My questions should be addressed in the EIS.

Since grazing on our public lands enters the life cycle of only about 4% of America’s beef, and
Americans would be better off eating less beef, | see no reason to allow grazing on our public
lands. How many ranchers would be put out of business if we did not allow grazing.on our public
lands? How many of these are absentee owners? How many jobs would be lost? How many jobs
would be created in the Midwest and East if beef producers did not have to compete with beef
from our public lands? How many jobs would be created if folks sought alternatives to beef? Are
there other benefits to stopping most of the grazing on our public lands? What does it cost the

taxpayer to repair stream bank and other damage caused by grazing on our public lands? What is ‘

the impact of cattle wading in our streams? | saw them do so on each of my annual trips to the
South Fork of the Kern River in the South Sierra Wilderness; | went a few times several years ago
and last year. There were no cattle or buffalo on the South Fork of the Kern River until Euro-
Americans arrived. Could Tule Elk, which are much lighter than cattle, or deer have had the same
impact on riparian forest as cattle do?

{

S

Did cow birds get there before the cattle? If cattle are removed, does the forest get too thick to
support cow birds? The EIS should discuss ways for cattle grazing in the national forests and the
SWWHF to coexist. Would fences help? Could water be diverted from the stream by wind
machines so that cattle could drink water and stay out of the riparian forest? Agricultural interests
want to use as much water from the South Fork of the Kern River as they can; they seem to want
the water in the South Fork even if it drowns SWWF nests. Can these farms use less water by
using micro drip irrigation or any other method? | have a coy of “Hydrologic Unit Planning Team
Report” of January, 1993 for the South Fork of the Kern River.

The South Fork of the Kern River is dry for months each year. Are there advantages to cutting
agricultural use and having water in the River for a greater fraction of the year? Would that
promote tourism?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Arthur Unger

2815 La Cresta Drive
Bakersfield, CA 93305-1719
(661) 323 5569

alunger @juno.com preferred
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danvice@yahoo.com
01/24/2004 02:20 PM
Subject: Southwestern willow flycatcher comments

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021 '

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,
I am writing to submit comments on the redesignation of critical

habitat for the highly imperiled 'southwestern willow flycatcher.

of the flycatcher. It should include all currently and recently occupied
flycatcher habitat, and all areas identified as important to recovery in the
Recovery Plan. Species with critical habitat are significantly more likely to i]

Critical habitat is absolutely necessary to ensure the survival and recovery 2\\?1
!i . N

be improving than species without. This beneficial contribution is
statistically independent of, and additive to, the separate beneficial
effects of recovery plans and increasing time on the endangered species list.

Species with critical habitat and recovery plans for more than ten years are

more than three times as likely to be improving and 17% less likely to be

declining than species with no critical habitat and recovery plan for less

than ten years The courts have ruled that "neither the Act nor the

implementing regulations sanctions nondesignation of habitat when designation Cu’l
would be merely less beneficial to the species than another type of

protection." Natural Resources Defense Council v. Department of Interior, 113

F.3d 1121, 1127 (9th Cir. 1997). I support this reasoning and believe

critical habitat adds protection even in cases where there is some existing
protection. o

Also, there must be sufficient habitat to allow recovery of flycatchers to a

wider and more viable portion of their historic range, prioritizing areas

within 50 miles of existing territories, which is close to the observed

maximum dispersal distance of a flycatcher between breeding populations,

followed by areas that would reconnect existing populations across the

landscape. There should be designated critical habitat which should encompass }YE'L
a minimum of the 100-year floodplain. Also, constituent elements of critical -
habitat should include riparian vegetation utilized by the flycatcher, as

well as the aguatic environment, which is a primary source of insect prey for

the flycatcher, and the streambanks that provide a necessary structural

component supporting flycatcher habitat.

Thank you for accepting my comments.

Sincerely,

Daniel Vice

2141 P St. NW

Apt. 203

Washington, District of Columbia 20037



jeanette.weisman@tetratech.com
01/26/2004 09:47 AM
Subject: Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)

Field Supervisor Steve Spangle

Arizona Ecological Services Office, U.S. FWS
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021

Dear Field Supervisor Spangle,

Riparian, wetland and swamps are critical breeding habitats.

These lands have been been compromised by overgrazing and “
anthropogenic impacts, such as recreational activities, and ?i\l‘
development. Please realize that preserving the quality of these

habitats is imperative to the recovery of Southwestern willow

flycatcher.

" Sincerely,

JEANETTE WEISMAN
201 Fairmount Aveune, Apt 3
OAKLAND, California 94611



T-095 Rl

Lynda Winslow

lyndaw @ mediaweavers.com
Subject: Save the Willow Flycatcher
02/02/2004 06:06 PM

All over our eountry, critical habitat designations are threatened by commercial interests. This
includes agriculture, off-road recreation, developers, and military (yes, that’'s commercial now)
operations. '

We support the widest possible designation of habitat critical to the preservation of threatened j AL
species, including and especially the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. This organism is partofa | .11 ¢
vital web of riverine organisms, many of which are threatened.

Please reconsider this petition by local cattle interests. We do not Y

need more factory or rangeland beef / livestock farming in this .

country. We do need more critical habitat. W’;&'L

This proposed narrowing of the definition of critical habitat for the
flycatcher is the WRONG way to go. This is not rocket science; we do
not need more beef cattle in our country.

Sincerely,

Lynda Winslow

Member of CIBA (California Indian Basketweavers Association), &
native Californian,

MediaWeavers

1442A Walnut Street, #373

Berkeley, CA 94709



